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CHAPTERVI. — OF MIRACLES.

(1) Asmenareaccustomedto cal Divinetheknowledgewhich
transcendshuman understanding, sodsodothey styleDivine,
or thework of God, anything of whichthe causeisnot gener-
aly known: for the massesthink that the power and provi-
dence of God are most clearly displayed by eventsthat are
extraordinary and contrary to the conception they haveformed
of nature, especially if such eventsbring them any profit or
convenience: they think that the clearest possibleproof of God's
existenceisafforded when nature, asthey suppose, breaks
her accustomed order, and consequently they believethat those
who explain or endeavour to understand phenomena or
miraclesthroughther natural causesaredoing away with God
and Hisprovidence.

(2) They suppose, forsooth, that God isinactive so long as
nature worksin her accustomed order, and vice versa, that
the power of natureand natural causesareidlesolongasGod
isacting: thusthey imaginetwo powersdistinct onefromthe
other, the power of God and the power of nature, though the
latter isin a sense determined by God, or (as most people
believe now) created by Him.

(3) What they mean by either, and what they understand by
God and naturethey do not know, except that they imagine
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the power of God to belikethat of someroyal potentate, and
nature’ spower to consist inforce and energy.

(4) Themassesthen styleunusua phenomena, “miracles,” and
partly from piety, partly for the sake of opposing the students
of science, prefer toremaininignorance of natural causes, and
only to hear of thosethingswhich they know least, and conse-
quently admiremost.

(5) Infact, the common people can only adore God, and refer
all thingsto Hispower by removing natural causes, and con-
ceiving things happening out of their due course, and only ad-
mires the power of God when the power of natureis con-
celved of asinsubjectiontoit.

(6) Thisidea seemsto have taken its rise among the early
Jawswho saw the Gentilesround them worshipping visible
godssuch asthe sun, themoon, the earth, water, air, &c., and
inorder toinspiretheconvictionthat such divinitieswerewesk
andinconstant, or changeabl e, told how they themselveswere
under thesway of aninvisbleGod, and narrated their miracles,
trying further to show that the God whom they worshipped
arranged thewhol e of naturefor their sole benefit: thisidea
was so pleasing to humanity that men go ontothisday imagin-
ing miracles, so that they may believe themselves God's
favourites, and thefinal causefor which God created and di-
rectsall things.

(7) What pretension will not peopleintheir folly advance!

(8) They have no single sound ideaconcerning either God or
nature, they confound God’ sdecreeswith human decrees, they
conceive nature as so limited that they believemanto beits

chief part!

(9) I have spent enough spacein setting forth these common
ideas and prejudices concerning nature and miracles, but in
order to afford aregular demonstration | will show —

(20) 1. That nature cannot be contravened, but that she pre-
servesafixed andimmutableorder, and a the sametimel will
explainwhat ismeant by amiracle.

(12) Il. That God's nature and existence, and consequently
Hisprovidence cannot be known from miracles, but that they
canal bemuch better perceived fromthefixed and immutable
order of nature.

(12) 111. That by the decreesand volitions, and consequently
theprovidence of God, Scripture(as! will proveby Scriptura
examples) means nothing but nature sorder following neces-
sarily fromher eterna laws.

(13) IV. Lastly, I will treat of themethod of interpreting Scrip-
tural miracles, and the chief pointsto be noted concerningthe
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narrativesof them.

(14) Such aretheprincipa subjectswhichwill bediscussedin
thischapter, and whichwill serve, | think, not alittleto further
theobject of thistreatise.

(15) Our first point iseasily proved fromwhat we showed in
Chap. 1V. about Divinelaw —namely, that al that God wishes
or determinesinvolveseterna necessty, and truth, for wedem-
onstrated that God’sunderstanding isidentical with Hiswill,
andthat it isthe samething to say that God willsathing, asto
say, that Heunderstandsit; hence, asit followsnecessarily,
fromthe Divine nature and perfection that God understandsa
thingasitis, itfollowsnolessnecessarily that Hewillsit asitis.

(16) Now, asnothing isnecessarily true save only by, Divine
decree, itisplainthat theuniversal lawsof nature are decrees
of God following from the necessity and perfection of the Di-
vinenature,

(17) Hence, any event happening in naturewhich contravened
nature suniversal laws, would necessarily a so contravenethe
Divinedecree, nature, and understanding; or if anyoneasserted
that God actsin contraventionto thelawsof nature, he, ipso
facto, would be compelled to assert that God acted against
Hisown nature—an evident absurdity.

(18) Onemight easily show from the same premisesthat the
power and efficiency, of nature areinthemselvestheDivine
power and efficiency, and that the Divine power isthevery
essence of God, but this| gladly passover for the present.

(19) Nothing, then, comesto passin nature (N.B. | do not
mean here by “nature,” merely matter and itsmodifications,
but infinite other thingsbes desmatter.) in contravention to her
universal laws, nay, everything agreeswith them andfollows
from them, for whatsoever comesto pass, comesto passby
thewill and eternal decree of God; that is, aswe have just
pointed out, whatever comesto pass, comesto passaccord-
ingtolawsand ruleswhichinvolveeterna necessty andtruth;
nature, therefore, alwaysobserveslawsand ruleswhichin-
volveeternal necessity, and truth, athough they may not dl be
known to us, and therefore she keeps a fixed and mutable
order.

(20) Nor isthereany sound reason for limiting the power and
efficacy of nature, and asserting that her lawsarefit for certain
purposes, but not for all; for as the efficacy, and power of
nature, arethe very, efficacy and power of God, and asthe
lawsand rulesof nature arethe decreesof God, itisinevery
wal to bebelieved that the power of natureisinfinite, and that
her laws are broad enough to embrace everything concelved
by, the Divineintellect; the only aternativeisto assert that
God has created nature so weak, and has ordained for her
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lawsso barren, that Heisrepeatedly compelled to comeafresh
to her aid if Hewishesthat she should be preserved, and that
thingsshould happen asHedesres: aconclusion, in My opin-
ion, very far removed from reason.

(22) Further, asnothing happensin naturewhich doesnot fol -
low from her laws, and as her laws embrace everything con-
celved by theDivineintellect, and lastly, asnature preservesa
fixed andimmutableorder; it most clearly followsthat miracles
areonly intelligibleasin rel ationto human opinions, and merely
mean eventsof which the natural cause cannot be explained
by areferenceto any ordinary occurrence, either by us, or at
any rate, by thewriter and narrator of themiracle.

(22) Wemay, infact, say that amiracleisan event of which
the causesannot be explained by the natura reason through a
referenceto ascertained workingsof nature; but sincemiracles
werewrought according to the understanding of the masses,
who arewholly ignorant of theworkingsof nature, itiscertain
that the ancientstook for amiracle whatever they could not
explain by the method adopted by theunlearned in such cases,
namely, an apped tothememory, arecadling of somethingami-
lar, whichisordinarily regarded without wonder; for most
peoplethink they sufficiently understand athingwhenthey have
ceased to wonder &t it.

(23) Theancients, then, andindeed most men up to the present
y

day, had no other criterion for amiracle; hence we cannot
doubt that many thingsare narrated in Scripture asmiraclesof
which the causes could easily be explained by referenceto
ascertained workingsof nature.

(24) We have hinted asmuchin Chap. I1., in speaking of the
sun standing still inthetime of Joshua, and to say on the sub-
ject when we cometo treat of theinterpretation of miracles
later oninthischapter.

(25) Itisnow timeto passon to the second point, and show
that we cannot gain an understanding of God’ sessence, exist-
ence, or providence by meansof miracles, but that thesetruths
aremuch better perceived through thefixed and immutable
order of nature.

(26) | thus proceed with the demonstration.

(27) AsGod'sexistenceisnot self-evident (6) it must neces-
sarily beinferredfromideasso firmly andincontrovertibly true,
that no power can be postulated or conceived sufficient to
impugnthem.

(28) They ought certainly so to appear to uswhenweinfer
fromthem God' sexistence, if wewishto placeour concluson
beyond thereach of doubt; for if we could conceivethat such
ideas could beimpugned by any power whatsoever, weshould
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doubt of their truth, we should doubt of our conclusion, namely,
of God'sexistence, and should never be ableto be certain of

anything.

(29) Further, we know that nothing either agreeswith oris
contrary to nature, unlessit agreeswith or iscontrary tothese
primary idess, whereforeif wewould concelvethat anything
could bedoneinnature by any power whatsoever whichwould
be contrary to thelawsof nature, it would also be contrary to
our primary ideas, and we should have either torgject it as
absurd, or elseto cast doubt (asjust shown) on our primary
ideas, and consequently on the existence of God, and on ev-
erything howsoever perceived.

(30) Thereforemiracles, inthe sense of eventscontrary tothe
lawsof nature, so far from demonstrating to usthe existence
of God, would, on the contrary, lead usto doubt it, where,
otherwise, wemight have been absolutely certain of it, asknow-
ing that naturefollowsafixed and immutable order.

(31) Let ustake miracleas meaning that which cannot be ex-
plained through natural causes.

(32) Thismay beinterpreted in two senses. either asthat which
hasnatural causes, but cannot be examined by thehumanin-
tellect; or asthat which has no cause save God and God's
will.

(33) But asdl thingswhich cometo passthrough naturd causes,
cometo passa so solely through thewill and power of God, it
comestothis, that amiracle, whether it has natural causesor
not, isaresult which cannot beexplained by itscause, thatisa
phenomenon whi ch surpasseshuman understanding; but from
such aphenomenon, and certainly fromaresult surpassing our
understanding, we can gain no knowledge.

(34) For whatsoever we understand clearly and distinctly
should beplainto useither initself or by meansof something
elseclearly and ditinctly understood; whereforefromamiracle
or aphenomenon which we cannot understand, wecan gain
no knowledge of God' sessence, or existence, or indeed any-
thing about God or nature; whereas when we know that all
thingsareordained and ratified by God, that the operations of
nature follow from the essence of God, and that the laws of
nature are eterna decreesand volitionsof God, we must per-
force concludethat our knowledge of God, and of God'swill
increasesin proportion to our knowledge and clear under-
standing of nature, aswe see how she depends on her primal
cause, and how sheworksaccording to eternal law.

(35) Wherefore so far as our understanding goes, those phe-
nomenawhichwedlearly and distinctly understand havemuch
better right to be called works of God, and to bereferred to
thewill of God than those about whichweare entirely igno-
rant, although they appeal powerfully to theimagination, and
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compel men’'sadmiration.

(36) Itisonly phenomenathat weclearly and distinctly under-
stand, which heighten our knowledge of God, and most clearly
indicate Hiswill and decrees.

(37) Plainly, they are but triflerswho, when they cannot ex-
plainathing, run back tothewill of God; thisis, truly, aridicu-
lousway of expressing ignorance.

(38) Again, even supposing that some conclusion could be
drawn from miracles, we could not possibly infer fromthem
theexistenceof God: for amiraclebeing an event under limita-
tionsisthe expression of afixed and limited power; therefore
we could not possibly infer from an effect of thiskind theex-
istence of acause whose power isinfinite, but at the utmost
only of acausewhose power isgreater than that of thesaid
effect.

(39) | say at the utmost, for aphenomenon may betheresult
of many concurrent causes, and itspower may belessthanthe
power of the sum of such causes, but far greater than that of
any oneof themtakenindividualy.

(40) Ontheother hand, thelawsof nature, aswe have shown,
extend over infinity, and are conceived by usas, after afash-
ion, eternal, and nature worksin accordancewiththemina
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fixed and immutableorder; therefore, such lawsindicateto us
inacertain degreetheinfinity, theeternity, and theimmutability
of God.

(40) We may conclude, then, that we cannot gain knowledge
of theexistenceand providence of God by meansof miracles,
but that we can far better infer them from thefixed and immu-
table order of nature.

(41) By miracle, | here mean an event which surpasses, or is
thought to surpass, human comprehension: forinsofar asitis
supposed to destroy or interrupt the order of nature or her
laws, it not only can give usno knowledge of God, but, con-
trariwise, takesaway that which wenaturally have, and makes
usdoubt of God and everything else.

(42) Neither do | recognize any difference between an event
against the laws of nature and an event beyond the laws of
nature (that is, according to some, an event which does not
contravene nature, though sheisinadequate to produce or
effectit) —for amiracleiswrought in, and not beyond nature,
thoughit may besaidinitself to beabovenature, and, there-
fore, must necessarily interrupt the order of nature, which oth-
erwisewe conceive of asfixed and unchangeabl e, according
to God'sdecrees.

(43) If, therefore, anything should cometo passin naturewhich
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doesnot follow from her laws, it would a so bein contraven-
tionto the order which God has established in naturefor ever
through universal natura laws: it would, therefore, bein con-
traventionto God'snatureand laws, and, consequently, belief
init would throw doubt upon everything, and lead to Athelsm.

(44) 1 think | havenow sufficiently established my second point,
so that we can again concludethat amiracle, whether in con-
traventionto, or beyond, nature, isamereabsurdity; and, there-
fore, that what ismeant in Scriptureby amiraclecanonly bea
work of nature, which surpasses, or isbelieved to surpass,
human comprehension.

(45) Before passing onto my third point, | will adduce Scrip-
tural authority for my assertion that God cannot be known
frommiracles.

(46) Scripture nowhere statesthe doctrine openly, but it can
readily beinferred from severa passages.

(47) Firgtly, that inwhich M osescommands (Deut. xiii.) that a
false prophet should be put to death, even though he work
miracles. “If thereariseaprophet among you, and giveth thee
asign or wonder, and the sign or wonder cometo pass, say-
ing, Let usgo after other gods....thou shalt not hearken unto
thevoiceof that prophet; for the Lord your God proveth you,
and that prophet shall be put to death.”

10

(48) Fromthisit clearly followsthat miraclescould bewrought
even by false prophets; and that, unlessmen are honestly en-
dowed with thetrueknowledge and love of God, they may be
aseasily led by miraclestofollow falsegodsastofollow the
true God; for thesewords are added: “ For the Lord your God
temptsyou, that He may know whether you love Himwith al
your heart and with all your mind.”

(49) Further, thelsraglites, from all their miracles, wereun-
ableto form asound conception of God, astheir experience
testified: for when they had persuaded themsel vesthat M oses
had departed from among them, they petitioned Aarontogive
them visible gods; and theideaof God they had formed asthe
result of al their miracleswas—acalf!

(50) Asaph, though he had heard of so many miracles, yet
doubted of the providence of God, and would have turned
himself from thetrueway, if hehad not at last cometo under-
stand true blessedness. (See Ps. Ixxxiii.)

(51) Solomon, too, at atime when the Jewish nation was at
the height of itsprosperity, suspectsthat al things happen by
chance. (SeeEccles. iii:19, 20, 21; and chap. ix:2, 3, &cC.)

(52) Lastly, nearly dl the prophetsfound it very hard to recon-
ciletheorder of natureand human affairswith the conception
they had formed of God's providence, whereas philosophers
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who endeavour to understand things by clear conceptions of
them, rather than by miracles, haveadwaysfound thetask ex-
tremely easy —at | east, such of them as place true happiness
solely invirtue and peace of mind, and who aim at obeying
nature, rather than being obeyed by her.

(53) Such personsrest assured that God directs nature ac-
cording to therequirementsof universa laws, not according to
therequirementsof the particular laws of human nature, and
trid, therefore, God's scheme comprehends, not only the hu-
man race, but thewhole of nature.

(54) Itisplain, then, from Scriptureitself, that miraclescan
give no knowledge of God, nor clearly teach usthe provi-
dence of God.

(55) Asto the frequent statements in Scripture, that God
wrought miraclesto makeHimself plainto man—asin Exodus
x:2, where He decel ved the Egyptians, and gavesignsof Him-
slf, that the | sraelites might know that Hewas God,— it does
not, therefore, follow that miraclesredly taught thistruth, but
only that the Jawsheld opinionswhichlaid themeasly opento
convictionby miracles.

(56) Wehave shownin Chap. I1. that thereasons assigned by
the prophets, or thosewhich areformed from revelation, are
not assigned in accordancewith ideas universal and common
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todll, but in accordancewith the accepted doctrines, however
absurd, and with the opinions of thosetowhom therevelation
wasgiven, or thosewhomthe Holy Spirit wished to convince.

(57) Thiswehaveillustrated by many Scriptural instances,
and can further cite Paul, who to the GreekswasaGreek, and
tothe JewsaJew.

(58) But dthough these miraclescould convincethe Egyptians
and Jewsfromtheir sandpoint, they could not giveatrueidea
and knowledge of God, but only cause them to admit that
therewasaDeity more powerful than anything knownto them,
and that thisDeity took specia care of the Jaws, who had just
then an unexpectedly happy issueof dl their affairs.

(59) They could not teach them that God caresequally for all,
for this can betaught only by philosophy: the Jews, and all
who took their knowledge of God's providencefromthedis-
similarity of human conditionsof lifeand theinequalities of
fortune, persuaded themsalvesthat God |oved the Jaws above
al men, though they did not surpasstheir fellowsin true human

perfection.

(60) I now go onto my third point, and show from Scripture
that the decreesand mandates of God, and consequently His
providence, are merely the order of nature—that is, when
Scripture describesan event asaccomplished by God or God's
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will, wemust understand merely that it wasin accordancewith
thelaw and order of nature, not, asmost peoplebelieve, that
nature had for a season ceased to act, or that her order was
temporarily interrupted.

(61) But Scripturedoesnot directly teach mattersunconnected
withitsdoctrine, whereforeit hasno careto explainthings by
their natural causes, nor to expound matters merely specula
tive

(62) Wherefore our conclusion must be gathered by inference
from those Scriptura narrativeswhich happento bewritten
moreat length and circumstantialy than usual.

(63) Of thesel will citeafew.

(64) Inthefirst book of Samuel, ix:15, 16, it isrelated that
God revea ed to Samuel that Hewould send Saul to him, yet
God did not send Saul to Samuel as people arewont to send
oneman to another.

(65) His“sending” wasmerdly the ordinary course of nature.

(66) Saul waslooking for theasseshe had | ost, and was medi-
tating areturn homewithout them, when, at the suggestion of
hisservant, hewent to the prophet Samud, tolearn from him
wherehemight find them.
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(67) From no part of the narrative doesit appear that Saul had
any command from God to visit Samuel beyond thisnatural
motive.

(68) InPsalm cv. 24 it issaid that God changed the hearts of
the Egyptians, so that they hated the | sraglites.

(69) Thiswas evidently anatural change, as appearsfrom
Exodus, chap.i., wherewefind no dight reason for the Egyp-
tiansreducingthelsradlitestodavery.

(70) In Genesisix:13, God tdlsNoah that Hewill set Hisbow
inthe cloud; thisaction of God'sis but another way of ex-
pressing therefraction and reflection which theraysof thesun
are subjected to in drops of water.

(71) InPsalm cxlvii:18, thenatural action and warmth of the
wind, by which hoar frost and snow aremelted, arestyled the
word of theLord, andinverse 15wind and cold arecalled the
commandment and word of God.

(72) InPsalm civ:4, wind and fireare called the angel sand
ministersof God, and various other passages of the same sort
arefoundin Scripture, clearly showing that the decree, com-
mandment, fiat, and word of God are merely expressionsfor
the action and order of nature.
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(73) Thusitisplainthat al the events narrated in Scripture
cameto passnaturally, and arereferred directly to God be-
cause Scripture, aswe have shown, doesnot aimat explaining
things by their natural causes, but only at narrating what ap-
peal sto the popul ar imagination, and doing so in the manner
best cdl culated to excitewonder, and consequently toimpress
theminds of themasseswith devotion.

(74) 11, therefore, eventsarefound in the Biblewhich we can-
not refer to thelr causes, nay, which seementirely to contradict
the order of nature, we must not cometo astand, but assur-
edly believethat whatever did really happen happened natu-
raly.

(75) Thisview isconfirmed by thefact that in the case of every
miraclethereweremany attendant circumstances, thoughthese
werenot alwaysrelated, especidly wherethe narrative was of
apoetic character.

(76) Thecircumstances of themiraclesclearly show, | main-
tain, that natural causeswere needed.

(77) For instance, in order toinfect the Egyptianswith blains,
it was necessary that M oses should scatter ashesin theair
(Exod. ix: 10); thelocusts a so came upon the land of Egypt
by acommand of God in accordance with nature, namely, by
an east wind blowing for awholeday and night; and they de-
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parted by avery strong west wind (Exod. x:14, 19).

(78) By aamilar Divinemandatethe seaopened away for the
Jaws (Exo. xiv:21), namely, by an east wind which blew very
drongly al night.

(79) So, too, when Elishawould revivethe boy who was be-
lieved to be dead, he was obliged to bend over him several
timesuntil theflesh of the child waxed warm, and at last he
opened hiseyes(2Kingsiv:34, 35).

(80) Again, in John’sGospel (chap. ix.) certain actsaremen-
tioned asperformed by Christ preparatory to healing theblind
man, and there are numerous other instances showing that
something further than the absol utefiat of Godisrequired for
workingamiracle.

(81) Wherefore we may believethat, although the circum-
stancesattending miraclesare not related awaysor infull de-
tail, yet amiraclewasnever performed without them.

(82) Thisisconfirmed by Exodusxiv:27, whereitissmply
stated that “ M oses stretched forth hishand, and thewaters of
theseareturned totheir strengthinthemorning,” no mention
being made of awind; but inthe song of M oses (Exod. xv:10)
weread, ,Thou didst blow with Thy wind (i.e. with avery
strong wind), and the seacovered them.”
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(83) Thustheattendant circumstanceisomitted in thehistory,
and themiracleisthereby enhanced.

(84) But perhaps someonewill ing st that wefind many things
in Scripturewhich seeminnowiseexplicableby naturd causes,
asfor instance, that the sinsof men and their prayers can be
the cause of rain and of the earth’sfertility, or that faith can
heal theblind, and soon.

(85) But I think | have dready made sufficient answer: | have
shown that Scripture doesnot explain thingsby their second-
ary causes, but only narratesthem inthe order and the style
which hasmost power to move men, and especially unedu-
cated men, to devotion; and thereforeit speaksinaccurately
of God and of events, seeing that itsobject isnot to convince
thereason, but to attract and lay hold of theimagination.

(86) If the Biblewereto describethe destruction of anempire
inthestyleof political historians, the masseswould remain
ungtirred, whereasthe contrary isthe casewhen it adoptsthe
method of poetic description, and refersadl thingsimmediately
to God.

(87) When, therefore, the Bible saysthat the earth isbarren
because of men’ssins, or that the blind were healed by faith,
weought to take no more noticethan when it saysthat Godis
angry at men'ssins, that Heissad, that Herepentsof thegood
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Hehaspromised and done; or that on seeing asign heremem-
bers something He had promised, and other similar expres-
sions, which are either thrown out poetically or related ac-
cording to the opinion and prejudices of thewriter.

(88) Wemay, then, be absolutely certainthat every event which
istruly described in Scripture necessarily happened, likeev-
erything e se, accordingto naturd laws; andif anythingisthere
set down which can beproved in set termsto contravenethe
order of nature, or not to be deducible therefrom, we must
believeit to have beenfoisted into thesacred writingsby irre-
ligioushands; for whatsoever iscontrary to natureisal so con-
trary to reason, and whatsoever iscontrary to reasonisab-
surd, and, ipso facto, to berejected.

(89) Thereremain some points concerning theinterpretation
of miraclesto benoted, or rather to be recapitul ated, for most
of them have been already Stated.

(90) These| proceedto discussinthefourth division of my
subject, and | amled to do so lest anyone should, by wrongly
interpreting amiracle, rashly suspect that he hasfound some-
thing in Scripture contrary to human reason.

(92) Itisvery rarefor mentorelatean event smply asit hap-
pened, without adding any element of their own judgment.



Spinoza

(92) When they see or hear anything new, they are, unless
strictly on their guard, so occupied with their own precon-
celved opinionsthat they percelve something quite different
fromtheplainfactsseenor heard, especidly if suchfactssur-
passthe comprehension of the beholder or hearer, and, most
of dl, if heisinterestedintheir happeninginagivenway.

(93) Thusmenreatein chroniclesand historiestheir own opin-
ionsrather than actual events, so that oneand the same event
issodifferently related by two men of different opinions, that it
seemsliketwo separate occurrences; and, further, itisvery
easy fromhistorica chroniclesto gather the persona opinions
of thehigtorian.

(94) | could citemany ingtancesin proof of thisfrom thewrit-
ingsboth of natura philosophersand historians, but | will con-
tent mysalf with oneonly from Scripture, and leave thereader
tojudgeof therest.

(95) Inthetime of Joshuathe Hebrewsheld the ordinary opin-
ion that the sun moveswith adaily motion, and that the earth
remainsat rest; to thispreconceived opinion they adapted the
miraclewhich occurred during their battlewith thefivekings.

(96) They did not Ssmply relatethat that day waslonger than
usual, but asserted that the sun and moon stood till, or ceased
from their motion—astatement which would be of great ser-
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viceto them at that timein convincing and proving by experi-
enceto the Gentiles, who worshipped the sun, that the sun
wasunder the control of another deity who could compsl it to
changeitsdaily course.

(97) Thus, partly throughreligiousmotives, partly through pre-
conceived opinions, they conceived of and rel ated the occur-
renceassomething quitedifferent from what really happened.

(98) Thusin order to interpret the Scriptural miraclesand
understand from the narration of them how they really hap-
pened, it is necessary to know the opinions of those who
first related them, and have recorded them for usinwriting,
and to distinguish such opinionsfrom the actual impression
made upon their senses, otherwise we shall confound opin-
ions and judgmentswith the actual miracleasit really oc-
curred: nay, further, we shall confound actual eventswith
symbolical andimaginary ones.

(99) For many thingsare narrated in Scripture asreal, and
werebdlieved to bereal, whichwereinfact only symbolical

andimaginary.

(100) As, for instance, that God came down from heaven
(Exod. xix:28, Deut. v:28), and that Mount Sinai smoked be-
cause God descended uponit surrounded with fire; or, again
that Elijah ascended into heaveninachariot of fire, with horses
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of fire; dl thesethingswereassuredly merely symbolsadapted
to the opinions of thosewho have handed them downto usas
they wererepresented to them, namely, asredl.

(101) All who haveany education know that God hasnoright
hand nor |eft; that Heisnot moved nor at rest, nor in aparticu-
lar place, but that Heisabsol utely infiniteand containsin Him-
sdf dl perfections.

(102) Thesethings, | repest, are known to whoever judges of
things by the perception of purereason, and not according as
hisimaginationisaffected by hisoutward senses.

(103) Following the exampl e of the masseswho imaginea
bodily Deity, holding aroyal court with athrone onthe con-
vexity of heaven, abovethestars, which arebelieved to benot
very, far off fromtheearth.

(104) Totheseand similar opinionsvery many narrationsin
Scripture are adapted, and should not, therefore, be mistaken
by philosophersfor redlities.

(105) Lastly, inorder to understand, in the case of miracles,
what actually took place, we ought to befamiliar with Jewish
phrases and metaphors; anyonewho did not make sufficient
allowancefor these, would be continually seeing miraclesin
Scripturewhere nothing of thekind isintended by thewriter;
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hewould thus missthe knowledge not only of what actually
happened, but also of the mind of the writers of the sacred
text.

(106) For instance, Zechariah speaking of somefuturewar
says(chap. xiv;7): “It shall beoneday which shal beknown
to the Lord, not day, nor night; but at even timeit shall be
light.” Inthesewordshe seemsto predict agreat miracle, yet
he only meansthat the battlewill be doubtful thewholeday,
that theissuewill beknown only to God, but that intheevening
they will gainthevictory: the prophetsfrequently used to pre-
dict victoriesand defeats of the nationsin similar phrases.

(107) Thuslsaiah, describing thedestruction of Babylon, says
(chap. xiii.): “Thegarsof heaven, and the congtdll ationsthereof,
shdl not givetheir light; the sun shal bedarkened inhisgoing
forth, and the moon shall not cause her light to shine.”

(108) Now | suppose no oneimaginesthat at the destruction
of Babylon these phenomenaactually occurred any morethan
that which the prophet adds, “ For | will makethe heavensto
tremble, and removethe earth out of her place.”

(109) So, too, Isaiahinforetelling to the Jawsthat they would
returnfrom Babylonto Jerusalem in safety, and woul d not suf-
fer fromthirst ontheir journey, says: “ And they thirsted not
when Heled them through the deserts; He caused the waters
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toflow out of therocksfor them; Heclavetherocks, and the
watersgushed out.”

(110) Thesewordsmerdly meanthat the Jews, likeother people,
found springsinthedesart, at whichthey quenched their thirst;
for when the Jews returned to Jerusalem with the consent of
Cyrus, itisadmitted that no Smilar miraclesbefell them.

(1112) In thisway many occurrencesin the Bible are to be
regarded merely as Jewish expressions.

(112) Thereisno need for meto go through themin detail; but
| will call attention generdly to thefact that the Jewsemployed
such phrasesnot only rhetorically, but also, and indeed chiefly,
from devotiona motives.

(113) Suchisthereason for the substitution of “blessGod” for
“curseGod” in 1 Kingsxxi:10, and Jobii:9, and for al things
being referred to God, whenceit appearsthat the Bible seems
to relate nothing but miracles, even when spesking of themost
ordinary occurrences, asinthe examplesgiven above.

(114) Hencewemust believethat when the Bible saysthat the
Lord hardened Pharaoh’s heart, it only meansthat Pharaoh
was obstinate; whenit saysthat God opened the windows of
heaven, it only meansthat it rained very hard, and soon.

(115) When wereflect on these peculiarities, and also onthe
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fact that most thingsarerelated very shortly, with very little
detailsand amost in abridgments, we shall seethat thereis
hardly anythingin Scripturewhich can be proved contrary to
natural reason, while, on the other hand, many thingswhich
before seemed obscure, will after alittle consideration beun-
derstood and easily explained.

(116) I think I have now very clearly explained al that | pro-
posed to explain, but before finishthischapter | would call
attentionto thefact that | have adopted adifferent method in
speaking of miraclesto that which | employed intreating of

prophecy.

(117) Of prophecy | have asserted nothing which could not
beinferred from promisesrevealed in Scripture, whereasin
thischapter | have deduced my conclusions solely fromthe
principlesascertained by thenatural light of reason.

(118) I have proceeded in thisway advisedly, for prophecy, in
that it surpasseshuman knowledge, isapurdy theologica ques-
tion; therefore, | knew that | could not make any assertions
about it, nor learnwhereinit conssts, except through deduc-
tionsfrom premisesthat have been revealed; thereforel was
compeledto collatethehistory of prophecy, andtodraw there-
from certain conclusionswhichwould teachme, insofar as
suchteaching ispossible, the natureand propertiesof thegift.
(119) But inthe case of miracles, asour inquiry isaquestion
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purely philosophical (namely, whether anything can happen
which contravenes or does not follow from the laws of na-
ture), | wasnot under any such necessity: | thereforethought it
wiser tounrave thedifficulty through premisesascertained and
thoroughly known by could aso easily have solved the prob-
lem merely from the doctrinesand fundamental principlesof
Scripture: inorder that everyonemay acknowledgethis, | will
briefly show how it could bedone.

(120) Scripture makesthe general assertionin several pas-
sagesthat nature’' s courseisfixed and unchangeable.

(121) In Ps. cxlviii:6, for instance, and Jer. xxxi:35.

(122) Thewiseman aso, in Eccles. i:10, distinctly teaches
that “ thereisnothing new under thesun,” andinverses11, 12,
illugtrating the sameidea, he addsthat athough something oc-
casionaly happenswhich seemsnew, itisnot really new, but
“hath been aready of old time, which wasbefore us, whereof
thereisno remembrance, neither shall there be any remem-
brance of thingsthat areto comewith thosethat come after.”

(123) Againin chap. iii:11, hesays, “ God hath made every-
thing beautiful inhistime,” andimmediately afterwardsadds,
“I know that whatsoever God doeth, it shall befor ever; noth-
ing can beput toit, nor anything takenfromit.”

(124) Now all thesetextsteach most distinctly that nature pre-
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serves afixed and unchangeable order, and that God in all
ages, known and unknown, has been the same; further, that
thelaws of nature are so perfect, that nothing can be added
thereto nor taken therefrom; and, lastly, that miraclesonly ap-
pear as something new because of man’signorance.

(125) Suchistheexpressteaching of Scripture: nowheredoes
Scripture assert that anything happenswhich contradicts, or
cannot follow fromthelawsof nature; and, therefore, weshould
not attributeto it such adoctrine.

(126) To these considerationswe must add, that miraclesre-
quire causes and attendant circumstances, and that they fol-
low, not from somemysteriousroya power whichthe masses
attributeto God, but from the Divinerule and decree, that is
(aswe have shown from Scriptureitself) from thelawsand
order of nature; lastly, that miracles can bewrought even by
fad seprophets, asisproved from Deut. xiii. and Matt. xxiv:24.

(127) Theconclusion, then, that ismost plainly put beforeus
is, that miracleswerenatura occurrences, and must therefore
be so explained as to appear neither new (in the words of
Solomon) nor contrary to nature, but, asfar aspossible, in
completeagreement with ordinary events.

(128) Thiscan easily be done by anyone, now that | have set
forth therulesdrawn from Scripture.
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(129) Nevertheless, though I maintain that Scriptureteaches
thisdoctrine, | do not assert that it teachesit asatruth neces-
sary to savation, but only that the prophetswerein agreement
with ourselveson the point; thereforeeveryoneisfreeto think
on the subject ashelikes, according as hethinksit best for
himself, and most likely to conduceto theworship of God and
tosinglehearted reigion.

(130) Thisisaso the opinion of Josephus, for at the conclu-
son of thesecond book of his“ Antiquities,” hewrites: Let no
man think this story incredible of the sea’sdividing to save
these people, for wefind it in ancient recordsthat thishath
been seen before, whether by God's extraordinary will or by
thecourseof natureitisindifferent.

(131) Thesamething happened onetimeto the Macedonians,
under the command of Alexander, when for want of another
passage the Pamphylian Seadivided to makethemway; God's
Providence making useof Alexander at that timeasHisinstru-
ment for destroying the Persian Empire.

(132) Thisisattested by al the historianswho have pretended
towritetheLifeof that Prince.

(133) But peopleareat liberty to think what they please.”
(134) Such arethewordsof Josephus, and suchishisopinion
onfathinmiracles.
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CHAPTERVII. — OF THE INTER-
PRETATION OF SCRIPTURE

(1) When peopledeclare, asall areready, todo, that the Bible
isthe Word of God teaching man true blessedness and the
way of salvation, they evidently do not mean what they, say;
for the massestakeno painsat al to live according to Scrip-
ture, and we see most peopl e endeavouring to hawk about
their own commentariesastheword of God, and giving their
best efforts, under theguise of religion, to compelling othersto
think asthey do: wegenerdly see, | say, theologiansanxious
tolearn how to wring their inventions and sayingsout of the
sacred text, and tofortify, themwith Divineauthority.

(2) Such personsnever display, lessscrupleor more zed than
when they, areinterpreting Scripture or the mind of the Holy
Ghogt; if weever seethem perturbed, itisnot that they fear to
attribute someerror to the Holy Spirit, and to stray fromthe
right path, but that they are afraid to be convicted of error by,
others, and thusto overthrow and bring into contempt their
ownauthority.

(3) Butif menredly believed what they verbdly testify of Scrip-
ture, they would adopt quiteadifferent plan of life: their minds
would not be agitated by so many contentions, nor so many
hatreds, and they would cease to be excited by such ablind
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and rash passion for interpreting the sacred writings, and
excogitating novetiesinreligion.

(4) Onthecontrary, they would not dareto adopt, astheteach-
ing of Scripture, anything whichthey could not plainly deduce
therefrom: lastly, those sacrilegious personswho havedared,
inseverd passages, tointerpolatethe Bible, would have shrunk
from so great acrime, and would have stayed their sacrile-
gioushands.

(5) Ambition and unscrupul ousness have waxed so powerful
that religionisthought to consst, not so muchinrespecting the
writings of the Holy Ghogt, asin defending human commen-
taries, sothat religionisno longer identified with charity, but
with spreading discord and propagating insensate hatred dis-
guised under the name of zedl for the Lord, and eager ardour.

(6) To these evilswe must add superstition, which teaches
men to despise reason and nature, and only to admire and
veneratethat whichisrepugnant to both: whenceitisnot won-
derful that for the sake of increasing the admiration and ven-
erationfelt for Scripture, men striveto explainit soastomake
it appear to contradict, asfar as possible, both one and the
other: thusthey dream that most profound mysteriesliehidin
theBible, and weary themsalvesout intheinvestigation of these
absurdities, to the neglect of what isuseful.
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(7) Every result of their diseased imagination they attributeto

theHoly Ghost, and striveto defend with the utmost zeal and
passion; for itisan observed fact that men employ their reason
to defend conclusionsarrived at by reason, but conclusions
arrived at by the passionsare defended by the passions.

(8) If wewould separate oursel vesfrom the crowd and es-
capefrom theological preudices, instead of rashly accepting
human commentariesfor Divinedocuments, wemust consider
thetrue method of interpreting Scriptureand dwell uponit at
somelength: for if weremaininignorance of thiswe cannot
know, certainly, what the Bible and the Holy Spirit wishto
teach.

(9)1 may sum up thematter by saying that the method of inter-
preting Scripture does not widely differ from the method of
interpreting nature—infact, itisamost the same.

(10) For astheinterpretation of nature consistsin the exami-
nation of thehistory of nature, and therefrom deducing defini-
tionsof natural phenomenaon certain fixed axioms, so Scrip-
tural interpretation proceeds by the examination of Scripture,
andinferring theintention of itsauthorsasalegitimate conclu-
sonfromitsfundamenta principles.

(11) By working inthismanner everyonewill dwaysadvance
without danger of error —that is, if they admit no principlesfor
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interpreting Scripture, and discussingitscontentssavesuch as
they findin Scriptureitself —and will beablewith equal secu-
rity to discusswhat surpassesour understanding, andwhat is
known by thenatural light of reason.

(12) In order to make clear that such amethod is not only
correct, but isalso the only one advisable, and that it agrees
with that employed ininterpreting nature, | must remark that
Scripture very often treats of matters which cannot be de-
duced from principlesknownto reason: for it ischiefly made
up of narrativesand revelaion: thenarrativesgenerally contain
miracles—that is, aswe have shown inthelast chapter, rela-
tionsof extraordinary natural occurrences adapted to theopin-
ionsand judgment of the historianswho recorded them: the
revelations al so were adapted to the opinions of the prophets,
aswe showed in Chap. 1., and in themsel ves surpassed hu-
man comprehension.

(13) Thereforethe knowledge of al these—that is, of nearly
thewhole contents of Scripture, must be sought from Scrip-
ture aone, even asthe knowledge of natureis sought from
nature.

(14) Asfor themord doctrineswhichareaso containedinthe
Bible, they may be demonstrated from received axioms, but
we cannot provein the same manner that Scriptureintended
to teach them, thiscan only belearned from Scriptureitself.
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(15) If wewould bear unprejudiced witnessto the Divineori-
ginof Scripture, wemust prove solely onitsown authority that
it teachestruemora doctrines, for by such meansaonecanits
Divineorigin be demonstrated: we have shown that the certi-
tude of the prophets depended chiefly ontheir having minds
turned towardswhat isjust and good, therefore we ought to
have proof of their possessing thisquality beforewerepose
fathinthem.

(16) FrommiraclesGod'sdivinity cannot beproved, asl have
already shown, and need not now repest, for miraclescould
bewrought by fal se prophets.

(17) Whereforethe Divine origin of Scripture must consist
solely initsteaching truevirtue.

(18) But wemust cometo our conclusion smply on Scriptural
grounds, for if wewere unableto do sowecould not, unless
strongly prejudiced accept the Bible and bear witnesstoits
Divineorigin.

(29) Our knowledge of Scripture must then belooked for in
Scriptureonly.

(20) Lastly, Scripture doesnot give usdefinition of thingsany
more than nature does: therefore, such definitions must be
sought inthelatter casefromthediverseworkingsof nature; in
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theformer case, from the various narratives about the given
subject which occur intheBible.

(22) Theuniversa rule, then, ininterpreting Scriptureisto ac-
cept nothing asan authoritative Scriptural statement whichwe
do not perceivevery clearly whenweexamineitinthelight of
itshigtory.

(22) What I mean by itshistory, and what should bethe chief
pointselucidated, | will now explain.

(23) Thehistory of aScriptura statement comprises—

(23) I. Thenature and propertiesof thelanguageinwhichthe
books of the Bible werewritten, and in which their authors
were, accustomed to speak.

(24) We shdll thusbe ableto investigate every expression by
comparison with common conversationa usages.

(25) Now all thewritersboth of the Old Testament and the
New were Hebrews: therefore, aknowledge of the Hebrew
languageishbeforeall thingsnecessary, not only for the com-
prehension of the Old Testament, which waswrittenin that
tongue, but also of the New: for although thelatter was pub-
lishedin other languages, yet itscharacteristicsare Hebrew.
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(26) 1. An analysisof each book and arrangement of itscon-
tentsunder heads; so that we may have at hand the various
textswhich treat of agiven subject.

(27) Lastly, anote of al the passageswhich areambiguousor
obscure, or which seem mutualy contradictory.

(28) | call passagesclear or obscureaccording astheir mean-
ingisinferred easily or with difficulty inrelation to the context,
not according astheir truthispercelved easily or thereverse
by reason.

(29) We are at work not on thetruth of passages, but solely
ontheir meaning.

(30) Wemust take especia care, whenwearein search of the
meaning of atext, not to beled away by our reasoninsofar as
itisfounded on principlesof natural knowledge (to say noth-
ing of prejudices): in order not to confound the meaning of a
passage withitstruth, we must examineit solely by meansof
thesignification of thewords, or by areason acknowledging
no foundation but Scripture.

(32) I will illustrate my meaning by an example.

(32) Thewordsof Moses, “Godisafire” and“Godisjeal-
ous,” areperfectly clear solong asweregard merely thesig-
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nification of thewords, and | thereforereckonthemamongthe
clear passages, thoughinrelationto reason and truth they are
most obscure: dtill, althoughtheliteral meaningisrepugnant to
thenatural light of reason, nevertheless, if it cannot beclearly
overruled on groundsand principlesderived fromits Scripturd
“higory,” it, that is, theliteral meaning, must betheoneretained:
and contrariwiseif these passagesliterdly interpreted arefound
to clashwith principlesderived from Scripture, though suchllit-
erd interpretation werein absolute harmony with reason, they
must beinterpretedin adifferent manner, i.e. metaphorically.

(33) If wewould know whether Mosesbelieved Godto bea
fire or not, we must on no account decide the question on
groundsof the reasonableness or thereverse of such anopin-
ion, but must judge solely by the other opinionsof Maseswhich
areonrecord.

(34) Inthe present instance, asMoses saysin severa other
passagesthat God hasno likenessto any visiblething, whether
inheaven or inearth, or inthewater, either al such passages
must betaken metaphoricaly, or elsethe one before us must
be so explained.

(35) However, aswe should depart aslittle as possiblefrom
theliteral sense, we must first ask whether thistext, Godisa
fire, admitsof any but theliteral meaning—that is, whether the
word fireever meansanything besidesordinary naturd fire.
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(36) If no such second meaning can befound, thetext must be
takenliterally, however repugnant to reasonit may be: and all
the other passages, though in complete accordance with rea-
son, must bebrought into harmony withit.

(37) If theverbal expressionswould not admit of being thus
harmonized, we should haveto set them down asirreconcil-
able, and suspend our judgment concerning them.

(38) However, aswefind the namefire applied to anger and
jedousy (seeJobxxxi:12) wecanthuseasly reconcilethewords
of Moses, and | egitimately concludethat thetwo propositions
Godisafire, and Godisjedous, areinmeaningidentica.

(39) Further, asMoses clearly teachesthat God isjealous,
and nowhere statesthat God iswithout passions or emotions,
wemust evidently infer that M osesheld thisdoctrine himsalf,
or at any rate, that hewished to teach it, nor must werefrain
because such a belief seems contrary to reason: for aswe
have shown, we cannot wrest the meaning of textsto suit the
dictatesof our reason, or our preconceived opinions.

(40) Thewholeknowledge of the Bible must be sought solely
fromitsef.

(42) 1. Lagtly, such ahistory should relatethe environment of
all the prophetic booksextant; that is, thelife, the conduct,
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and the studies of the author of each book, who hewas, what
wasthe occasion, and the epoch of hiswriting, whomdid he
writefor, andinwhat language.

(42) Further, it should inquireinto thefate of each book: how
itwasfirs received, into whosehandsit fell, how many differ-
ent versonstherewereof it, by whose advicewasit received
intothe Bible, and, lastly, how all the books now universally
accepted as sacred, were united into asinglewhole.

(43) All suchinformation should, as| havesaid, be contained
inthe“history” of Scripture.

(44) For, in order to know what statements are set forth as
laws, and what as moral precepts, it isimportant to be ac-
quainted with thelife, the conduct, and the pursuits of their
author: moreover, it becomeseasier to explain aman’swrit-
ingsin proportion aswe have moreintimate knowledge of his
geniusand temperament.

(45) Further, that we may not confound preceptswhich are
eterna with thosewhich served only atemporary purpose, or
were only meant for afew, we should know what was the
occasion, thetime, the age, in which each book waswritten,
and towhat nation it was addressed.

(46) Lastly, we should have knowledge on the other points|
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have mentioned, in order to be sure, in additionto the authen-
ticity of thework, that it has not been tampered with by sacri-
legioushands, or whether errorscan have crept in, and, if so,
whether they have been corrected by men sufficiently skilled
and worthy of credence.

(47) All thesethings should beknown, that we may not beled
away by blind impulse to accept whatever isthrust on our
notice, instead of only that whichissureand indisputable.

(48) Now whenwe arein possession of thishistory of Scrip-
ture, and havefinally decided that we assert nothing as pro-
phetic doctrinewhich doesnot directly follow from such his-
tory, or whichisnot clearly deduciblefromit, then, | say, it will
betimeto gird ourselvesfor thetask of investigating themind
of the prophetsand of the Holy Spirit.

(49) Butinthisfurther arguing, dso, weshdl requireamethod
very likethat employed ininterpreting naturefrom her history.

(50) Asintheexamination of naturd phenomenawetry firstto
investigate what ismost universal and commontoal nature—
such, for instance, asmotion and rest, and their lawsand rules,
which nature always observes, and through which she con-
tinually works—and then we proceed towhat islessuniversdl;
S0, too, inthehistory of Scripture, weseek first for that which
iIsmogt universal, and servesfor thebas sand foundation of all
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Scripture, adoctrine, in fact, that iscommended by all the
prophetsaseterna and most profitableto all men.

(51) For example, that God isone, and that Heisomnipotent,
that He @l one should beworshipped, that Hehasacarefor al
men, and that He especially lovesthose who adore Him and
lovetheir neighbour asthemsalves, &c.

(52) Theseand similar doctrines, | repeat, Scripture every-
where so clearly and expressly teaches, that no onewasever
indoubt of itsmeaning concerning them.

(53) Thenature of God, Hismanner of regarding and provid-
ingfor things, and Smilar doctrines, Scripture nowhereteaches
professedly, and aseternal doctrine; onthe contrary, we have
shown that the prophetsthemsalvesdid not agree on the sub-
ject; therefore, wemust not lay down any doctrine as Scrip-
tura on such subjects, though it may appear perfectly clear on
rationa grounds.

(54) From aproper knowledge of thisuniversal doctrine of
Scripture, we must then proceed to other doctrineslessuni-
versal, but which, nevertheless, haveregard to the general
conduct of life, and flow from theuniversa doctrinelikerivu-
letsfrom asource; such areal particular externa manifesta-
tionsof truevirtue, which need agiven occasonfor their exer-
cise; whatever isobscure or ambiguouson such pointsin Scrip-
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ture must be explained and defined by itsuniversal doctrine;
with regard to contradictory instances, we must observethe
occas on and thetimeinwhich they werewritten.

(55) For instance, when Christ says, “ Blessed arethey that
mourn, for they shal becomforted” we do not know, fromthe
actual passage, what sort of mourners are meant; as, how-
ever, Christ afterwardsteachesthat we should have carefor
nothing, saveonly for thekingdom of God and Hisrighteous-
ness, which is commended as the highest good (see Matt.
vi;33), it followsthat by mourners He only meant thosewho
mourn for the kingdom of God and righteousness neglected
by man: for thiswould be the only cause of mourning tothose
wholovenothing but the Divinekingdomand justice, and who
evidently despisethegiftsof fortune.

(56) So, too, when Christ says. “But if aman strikeyou onthe
right cheek, turnto himtheleft also,” and thewordswhich
follow.

(57) If Hehad given suchacommand, asalawgiver, tojudges,
Hewould thereby have abrogated thelaw of Moses, but this
Heexpressy saysHedid not do (Matt. v:17).

(58) Whereforewe must consider who wasthe speaker, what
was the occasion, and to whom were the words addressed.
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(59) Now Christ saidthat Hedid not ordainlawvsasalegida
tor, but incul cated precepts asateacher: inasmuch asHedid
not aim at correcting outward actions so much astheframe of
mind.

(60) Further, these words were spoken to men who were
oppressed, who lived inacorrupt commonwealth on thebrink
of ruin, wherejusticewas utterly neglected.

(61) Thevery doctrineincul cated here by Christ just before
thedestruction of the city wasa so taught by Jeremiah before
thefirst destruction of Jerusalem, that is, in ssmilar circum-
stances, aswe seefrom Lamentationsiii:25-30.

(62) Now assuchteaching wasonly set forth by the prophets
intimesof oppression, and waseven then never laid down as
alaw; and as, on the other hand, Moses (who did not writein
timesof oppression, but —mark this—stroveto found awell-
ordered commonwesd th), while condemning envy and hatred
of one’sneighbour, yet ordained that an eye should be given
for aneye, it followsmost clearly from these purdly Scriptural
groundsthat this precept of Christ and Jeremiah concerning
submissiontoinjurieswasonly vaidin placeswherejusticeis
neglected, and inatimeof oppression, but doesnot hold good
inawell-ordered state.

(63) Inawell-ordered state wherejusticeisadministered ev-
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ery oneisbound, if hewould be accounted just, to demand
penalties before the judge (see Lev:1), not for the sake of
vengeance(Lev. xix:17, 18), butin order to defend justiceand
hiscountry’slaws, and to prevent thewicked rgoicing intheir
wickedness.

(64) All thisisplainly in accordancewith reason.

(65) I might citemany other examplesinthe same manner, but
| think theforegoing are sufficient to explain my meaning and
theutility of thismethod, and thisisall my present purpose.

(66) Hitherto we have only shown how to investigate those
passages of Scripturewhich treat of practical conduct, and
which, therefore, aremore easily examined, for on such sub-
jectstherewasnever redlly any controversy among thewrit-
ersof theBible.

(67) Thepurely speculative passages cannot be so easly, traced
totheir real meaning: theway becomesnarrower, for asthe
prophetsdifferedin mattersspecul ativeamong themsalves, and
thenarrativesarein great measure adapted to the prejudices
of each age, wemust not, on any, account infer theintention of
oneprophet from clearer passagesin thewritingsof another;
nor must weso explain hismeaning, unlessitisperfectly plain
that thetwo prophetswere at onein the matter.
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(68) How weareto arrive at the intention of the prophetsin
such cases| will briefly explain.

(69) Here, too, we must begin from themaost universa propo-
gtion, inquiring first fromthemost clear Scriptura statements
what isthe nature of prophecy or revel ation, and wherein does
it consist; then we must proceed to miracles, and so on to
whatever ismost general till we cometo the opinionsof a
particular prophet, and, at last, to the meaning of aparticular
revelation, prophecy, history, or miracle.

(70) We have already pointed out that great cautionisneces-
sary not to confound the mind of aprophet or historian with
themind of the Holy Spirit and thetruth of the matter; there-
forel need not dwell further on the subject.

(72) 1 would, however, hereremark concerning the meaning
of revelation, that the present method only teachesuswhat the
prophetsreally saw or heard, not what they desiredto signify
or represent by symbols.

(72) Thelatter may be guessed at but cannot beinferred with
certainty from Scriptural premises.

(73) We havethus shown the plan for interpreting Scripture,
and have, a the sametime, demonstrated that it istheoneand
surest way of investigating itstrue meaning.
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(74) I amwilling indeed to admit that those persons (if any
such there be) would be more absolutely certainly right, who
havereceived either atrustworthy tradition or an assurance
fromthe prophetsthemselves, such asisclaimed by the Phari-
sees,; or who have apontiff gifted withinfalibility intheinter-
pretation of Scripture, such asthe Roman Catholicsboast.

(75) But aswe can never be perfectly sure, either of sucha
tradition or of the authority of the pontiff, we cannot found any
certain conclusion on either: the oneisdenied by the oldest
sect of Christians, the other by the ol dest sect of Jews.

(76) Indeed, if we consider the series of years (to mention no
other point) accepted by the Phariseesfrom their Rabbis, dur-
ing which timethey say they have handed down thetradition
from Moses, we shall find that it isnot correct, as| show
elsawhere.

(77) Therefore such atradition should be received with ex-
treme suspicion; and although, according to our method, we
areboundto consider asuncorrupted thetradition of the Jews,
namely, the meaning of the Hebrew wordswhichwereceived
from them, wemay accept thelatter whileretaining our doubts
about theformer.

(78) No one has ever been able to change the meaning of a
word inordinary use, though many have changed themeaning
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of aparticular sentence.

(79) Such aproceeding would be mogt difficult; for whoever
attempted to change the meaning of aword, would be com-
pelled, at the sametime, to explain all the authorswho em-
ployed it, each according to histemperament and intention, or
else, with consummate cunning, tofalsify them.

(80) Further, the massesand thelearned alike preservelan-
guage, but itisonly thelearned who preserve the meaning of
particular sentencesand books: thus, we may easily imagine
that thelearned having avery rarebook intheir power, might
change or corrupt the meaning of asentenceinit, but they
could not alter thesignification of thewords, moreover, if any-
one wanted to change the meaning of acommon word he
would not be ableto keep up the change among posterity, or
incommon parlanceor writing.

(81) For these and such-like reasons we may readily con-
cludethat it would never enter into the mind of anyoneto cor-
rupt alanguage, though the intention of awriter may often
havebeen fasfied by changing hisphrasesor interpreting them
amiss.

(82) Asthen our method (based on the principlethat theknowl-
edge of Scripture must be sought fromitself aone) isthesole
trueone, wemust evidently renounce any knowledgewhichit
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cannot furnish for the compl ete understanding of Scripture.

(83) I will now point out itsdifficultiesand shortcomings, which
prevent our gaining acomplete and assured knowledge of the
Sacred Text.

(84) Itsfirgt great difficulty consstsinitsrequiring athorough
knowledge of the Hebrew language.

(85) Whereissuch knowledgeto be obtained?

(86) The men of old who employed the Hebrew tongue have
left none of the principlesand bases of their languageto pos-
terity; we have from them absolutely nothing in theway of
dictionary, grammar, or rhetoric.

(87) Now the Hebrew nation haslost all itsgrace and beauty
(asonewould expect after the defeatsand persecutionsit has
gonethrough), and hasonly retained certain fragmentsof its
language and of afew books.

(88) Nearly dl thenamesof fruits, birds, and fishes, and many
other words have perished in thewear and tear of time.

(89) Further, themeaning of many nounsand verbswhich occur
intheBibleareeither utterly logt, or are subjectsof dispute.
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(90) And not only are these gone, but we are lacking in a
knowledge of Hebrew phraseol ogy.

(91) Thedevouring tooth of time has destroyed turns of ex-
pression peculiar to the Hebrews, so that we know them no
more.

(92) Thereforewe cannot investigateaswewould al themean-
ingsof asentence by the uses of thelanguage; and thereare
many phrases of which the meaning ismost obscure or alto-
gether inexplicabl e, though the component wordsare perfectly
plan.

(93) Tothisimpossihility of tracing the history of the Hebrew
language must be added itsparticular natureand composition:
thesegiveriseto so many ambiguitiesthat itisimpossibleto
find amethod which would enable usto gain acertain knowl-
edgeof al the statementsin Scripture, [Endnote 7].

(94) In addition to the sources of ambiguitiescommonto al
languages, there are many peculiar to Hebrew.

(95) Thesg, | think, it worth whileto mention.

(96) Firstly, an ambiguity often arisesin the Biblefrom our
mistaking oneletter for another smilar one.
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(97) TheHebrewsdividethelettersof the alphabet intofive
classes, according to thefive organs of the month employedin
pronouncing them, namely, thelips, thetongue, theteeth, the
palate, and thethroat.

(98) For instance, Alpha, Ghet, Hgain, He, arecalled guttur-
as, and are barely distinguishable, by any sign that weknow,
onefromtheother.

(99) El, which signifiesto, isoftentakenfor hga, whichsigni-
fiesabove, and viceversa

(100) Hence sentences are often rendered rather ambiguous
or meaningless.

(101) A second difficulty arisesfrom themultiplied meaning of
conjunctionsand adverbs.

(102) For instance, vau serves promiscuoudly for aparticle of
union or of separation, meaning, and, but, because, however,
then: ki, hasseven or el ght meanings, namely, wherefore, a-
though, if, when, inasmuch as, because, aburning, & c., and so
onwithamost dl particles.

(103) Thethird very fertile source of doubt isthe fact that
Hebrew verbsin the indicative mood lack the present, the
past imperfect, the pluperfect, the future perfect, and other
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tenses most frequently employed in other languages; inthe
imperativeand infinitive moodsthey arewantinginall except
the present, and asubjunctive mood does not exi<t.

(104) Now, although all these defectsin moods and tenses
may be supplied by certain fundamental rulesof thelanguage
with ease and even e egance, theancient writersevidently ne-
glected such rulesatogether, and employed indifferently fu-
turefor present and past, and vice versapast for future, and
alsoindicativefor imperative and subjunctive, withtheresult
of considerableconfusion.

(105) Besidesthese sources of ambiguity there aretwo oth-
ers, onevery important.

(106) Firstly, there arein Hebrew no vowels; secondly, the
sentencesarenot separated by any markse ucidating themean-
ing or separating the clauses.

(107) Though thewant of thesetwo hasgenerally been sup-
plied by points and accents, such substitutes cannot be ac-
cepted by us, inasmuch asthey wereinvented and designed
by men of an after agewhoseauthority should carry noweight.

(108) Theancientswrotewithout points (that is, without vow-
elsand accents), asisabundantly testified; their descendants
added what waslacking, accordingtotheir ownideasof Scrip-
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tural interpretation; whereforethe existing accentsand points
aresmply current interpretations, and are no more authorita-
tivethan any other commentaries.

(109) Thosewho areignorant of thisfact cannot justify the
author of the Epistleto the Hebrewsfor interpreting (chap.
xi;21) Genesis(xIvii:31) very differently fromtheversongiven
inour Hebrew text asat present pointed, asthoughthe Apostle
had been obliged to learn themeaning of Scripturefromthose
who added the points.

(110) Inmy opinionthelatter are clearly wrong.

(111) In order that everyone may judgefor himself, and aso
see how thediscrepancy arose s mply fromthewant of vow-
es, | will givebothinterpretations.

(112) Those who pointed our version read, “ And I srael bent
himself over, or (changing Hgaininto Aleph, asimilar | etter)
towards, the head of the bed.”

(113) Theauthor of the Epistlereads, “ And | srael bent himself
over the head of hisstaff,” substituting matefor mita, from
whichitonly differsinrespect of vowels.

(114) Now asinthisnarrativeitisJacob’sageonly that isin
guestion, and not hisillness, whichisnot touched ontill the
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next chapter, it ssemsmorelikely that thehistorian intended to
say that Jacob bent over the head of his staff (athing com-
monly used by men of advanced agefor their support) than
that he bowed himself at the head of hisbed, especially asfor
theformer reading no substitution of lettersisrequired.

(115) Inthisexamplel have desired not only to reconcilethe
passagein the Epistle with the passagein Genesis, but also
and chiefly toillustrate how littletrust should be placedinthe
pointsand accentswhich arefound in our present Bible, and
soto provethat hewho would bewithout biasin interpreting
Scripture should hesitate about accepting them, and inquire
afreshfor himsalf.

(116) Such being the nature and structure of the Hebrew lan-
guage, one may easily understand that many difficultiesare
likely to arise, and that no possible method could solveall of
them.

(127) Itisuselessto hopefor away out of our difficultiesin
the comparison of various parallel passages (we have shown
that theonly method of discovering thetrue sense of apassage
out of many alternative onesisto seewhat are the usages of
thelanguage), for thiscomparison of parallel passagescan
only accidentaly throw light on adifficult point, seeing that the
prophets never wrote with the express obj ect of explaining
their own phrasesor those of other people, and al so because
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we cannot infer the meaning of one prophet or apostle by the
meaning of another, unlesson apurely practical question, not
when the matter is speculative, or if amiracle, or history is
being narrated.

(118) I might illustrate my point withinstances, for thereare
many inexplicable phrasesin Scripture, but | would rather pass
onto consder thedifficultiesand imperfectionsof themethod
under discussion.

(119) A further difficulty attendsthe method, fromthefact that
it requiresthehistory of al that has happened to every book in
theBible; such ahistory weare often quiteunableto furnish.

(120) Of theauthors, or (if the expression be preferred), the
writersof many of the books, we are either in completeigno-
rance, or at any ratein doubt, as| will point out at length.

(121) Further, we do not know either the occasions or the
epochswhen these books of unknown authorship werewrit-
ten; we cannot say into what handsthey fell, nor how the nu-
merousvarying versonsoriginated; nor, lastly, whether there
were not other versions, now |ost.

(122) I have briefly shown that such knowledgeisnecessary,
but | passed over certain consderationswhich | will now draw
attentionto.
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(123) If weread abook which containsincredible or impos-
sblenarratives, oriswritteninavery obscurestyle, andif we
know nothing of itsauthor, nor of thetime or occasion of its
being written, we shall vainly endeavour to gain any certain
knowledgeof itstrue meaning.

(124) For being inignorance on these pointswe cannot possi-
bly know theaim or intended aim of the author; if wearefully
informed, we so order our thoughts as not to bein any way
prejudiced either in ascribing to the author or him for whom
the author wrote either more or lessthan hismeaning, and we
only takeinto consideration what the author may havehadin
hismind, or what thetime and occas on demanded.

(125) | think thismust betolerably evident to all.

(126) It often happensthat in different bookswe read histo-
riesinthemsalvessimilar, but whichwejudgevery differently,
according to the opinionswe haveformed of the authors.

(127) | remember onceto haveread in some book that aman
named Orlando Furioso used to driveakind of winged mon-
ger throughtheair, fly over any countriesheliked, kill unaided
vast numbersof men and giants, and such likefancies, which
from the point of view of reason are obvioudy absurd.

(128) A very similar story | read in Ovid of Perseus, and a so
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inthe booksof Judgesand Kingsof Samson, who aloneand
unarmed killed thousands of men, and of Elijah, who flew
throughtheair, said at last went up to heavenin achariot of
fire, with horsesof fire.

(129) All these storiesare obvioudy alike, but wejudgethem
very differently.

(130) Thefirst only sought to amuse, the second had apoliti-
cal object, thethird areligious object.

(131) Wegather thissimply from the opinionswe had previ-
oudly formed of theauthors.

(132) Thusitisevidently necessary to know something of the
authorsof writingswhich areobscure or unintelligible, if we
would interpret their meaning; and for the samereason, inor-
der to choosethe proper reading from among agrest variety,
weought to haveinformation asto theversionsinwhich the
differencesarefound, and asto the possibility of other read-
ings having been discovered by personsof greater authority.

(133) A further difficulty attendsthismethod in the case of
someof thebooksof Scripture, namely, that they arenolonger
extantinther origina language.

(133) The Gospel according to Matthew, and certainly the
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Epistletothe Hebrews, werewritten, itisthought, in Hebrew,
though they nolonger existinthat form.

(134) Aben Ezraaffirmsin hiscommentariesthat the book of
Job wastrandated into Hebrew out of another language, and
that itsobscurity arisesfromthisfact.

(135) | say nothing of the apocryphal books, for their author-
ity standson very inferior ground.

(136) Theforegoing difficultiesin thismethod of interpreting
Scripturefromitsown history, | conceiveto be so great that |
do not hesitate to say that the true meaning of Scriptureisin
many placesinexplicable, or at best mere subject for guess-
work; but | must again point out, on the other hand, that such
difficultiesonly arisewhen weendeavour tofollow the mean-
ing of aprophet in matterswhich cannot be perceived, but
only imagined, not in things, whereof the understanding can
giveaclear idea, and which are conceivable through them-
selves:, [Endnote 8], matterswhich by their natureareeasily
perceived cannot be expressed so obscurely asto be unintel -
ligible; asthe proverb says, “awordisenoughtothewise.”

(137) Euclid, who only wrote of mattersvery smpleand eas-
ily understood, can easily be comprehended by anyonein any
language; we canfollow hisintention perfectly,, and becertain
of histrue meaning, without having athorough knowledge of
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thelanguagein which hewrote; infact, aquiterudimentary
acquaintanceissufficient.

(138) We need make no researches concerning thelife, the
pursuits, or the habits of the author; nor need weinquirein
what language, nor when hewrote, nor thevicisstudesof his
book, nor itsvariousreadings, nor how, nor by whose advice
it hasbeen received.

(139) What we heresay of Euclid might equaly besaid of any
book which treats of thingsby their nature perceptible: thus
we concludethat we can easily follow theintention of Scrip-
tureinmoral questions, from the history we possessof it, and
we can be sure of itstrue meaning.

(140) The precepts of true piety are expressed in very ordi-
nary language, and areequally smpleand easily understood.

(141) Further, astrue salvation and blessednessconsistina
true assent of the soul —and wetruly assent only to what we
clearly understand —it ismost plain that we can follow with
certainty theintention of Scripturein mattersrelatingto salva
tion and necessary to blessedness; therefore, we need not be
much troubled about what remains. such matters, inasmuch as
wegenerally cannot grasp them with our reason and undex-
standing, aremore curiousthan profitable.
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(242) 1 think I have now set forth thetrue method of Scriptural
interpretation, and have sufficiently explained my own opinion
thereon.

(143) Besides, | do not doubt that everyonewill seethat such
amethod only requirestheaid of natural reason.

(144) Thenature and efficacy of the natural reason consstsin
deducing and proving theunknown from theknown, or in car-
rying premisesto their legitimate conclusions; and theseare
thevery processeswhich our method desiderates.

(245) Thoughwe must admit that it doesnot sufficeto explain
everythingintheBible, suchimperfection doesnot soring from
itsown nature, but from thefact that the path whichit teaches
us, asthetrue one, has never been tended or trodden by men,
and hasthus, by thelapse of time, becomevery difficult, and
amost impassable, as, indeed, | haveshowninthedifficulties
| draw attentionto.

(146) There only remainsto examine the opinions of those
whodiffer fromme.

(247) Thefirst which comesunder our noticeis, that thelight
of nature hasno power tointerpret Scripture, but that asuper-
natural faculty isrequired for thetask.
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(148) What ismeant by thissupernatura faculty | will leaveto
itspropoundersto explain.

(149) Persondly, | can only supposethat they have adopted a
very obscureway of stating their compl ete uncertainty about
thetruemeaning of Scripture.

(150) If welook at their interpretations, they contain nothing
supernatural, at least nothing but the merest conjectures.

(151) Let them be placed sdeby sdewith theinterpretations
of thosewho frankly confessthat they have no faculty beyond
their natural ones; we shall seethat thetwo arejust alike—
both human, both long pondered over, both laborioudly in-
vented.

(152) To say that the natural reason isinsufficient for such
resultsisplainly untrue, firstly, for the reasons above stated,
namely, that thedifficulty of interpreting Scripturearisesfrom
no defect in human reason, but smply from the carel essness
(not to say malice) of men who neglected the history of the
Biblewhilethereweretill materidsfor inquiry; secondly, from
thefact (admitted, | think, by al) that the supernatural faculty
isaDivinegift granted only to thefaithful.

(153) But the prophets and apostles did not preach to the
faithful only, but chiefly to the unfaithful and wicked. (154)
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Such persons, therefore, were ableto understand theintention
of the prophets and apostles, otherwise the prophets and
apostleswould have seemed to be preaching tolittle boysand
infants, not to men endowed with reason.

(155) Moses, too, would havegiven hislawsinvain, if they
could only be comprehended by thefaithful, who need no law.

(156) Indeed, those who demand supernatural facultiesfor
comprehending themeaning of the prophetsand gpostlesseem
truly lackingin natural faculties, so that we should hardly sup-
pose such persons the possessors of a Divine supernatural

gift.
(157) Theopinion of Maimonideswaswiddly different.

(158) He asserted that each passage in Scripture admits of
various, nay, contrary, meanings, but that we could never be
certain of any particular onetill weknew that the passage, as
weinterpreted it, contained nothing contrary or repugnant to
reason.

(159) If theliteral meaning clasheswith reason, though the
passage seemsinitsalf perfectly clear, it must beinterpretedin
some metaphorical sense.

(160) Thisdoctrine helaysdown very plainly in chap. xxv.
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partii. of hisbook, “More Nebuchim,” for hesays: “Know
that we shrink not from affirming that theworld hath existed
from eternity, because of what Scripture saith concerning the
world’scregtion.

(161) For the texts which teach that the world was created
arenot morein number than thosewhich teach that God hath
abody; neither arethe gpproachesin thismatter of theworld's
creation closed, or even made hard to us: so that we should
not be ableto explain what iswritten, aswe did when we
showed that God hath no body, nay, peradventure, we could
explainand makefast thedoctrineof theworld’ seternity more
easily than we did away with the doctrinesthat God hath a
bestified body.

(162) Yet two thingshinder mefrom doing as| havesaid, and
believing that theworldiseternd.

(163) Asit hath been clearly shown that God hath not abody,
wemust perforceexplain al those passageswhereof theliteral
sense agreeth not with the demonstration, for sureit isthat
they can be so explained.

(164) But the eternity of theworld hath not been so demon-
strated, thereforeit isnot necessary to do violenceto Scrip-
turein support of some common opinion, whereof we might,
at thebidding of reason, embracethe contrary.”
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(165) Such arethewords of Maimonides, and they are evi-
dently sufficient to establish our point: for if he had been con-
vinced by reason that theworldiseternal, hewould not have
hesitated to twist and explain away thewords of Scripturetill
he made them appear to teach thisdoctrine.

(166) Hewould havefelt quite sure that Scripture, though
everywhere plainly denying the eternity of theworld, really
intendstoteachit.

(167) Sothat, however clear the meaning of Scripture may
be, hewould not fedl certain of having grasped it, solong ashe
remained doubtful of thetruth of what, waswritten.

(168) For we arein doubt whether athing isin conformity
with reason, or contrary thereto, solong asweareuncertain
of itstruth, and, consequently, we cannot be surewhether the
litera meaning of apassagebetrueor false.

(169) If such atheory asthiswere sound, | would certainly
grant that somefaculty beyond the natural reasonisrequired
for interpreting Scripture.

(170) For nearly al thingsthat wefind in Scripture cannot be
inferred from known principlesof thenaturd reason, and, there-
fore, we should be unableto cometo any conclusion about
thelr truth, or about the real meaning and intention of Scrip-
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ture, but should stand in need of somefurther assistance.

(171) Further, thetruth of thistheory would involvethat the
masses, having generdly no comprehension of, nor leisurefor,
detailed proofs, would bereduced to receiving dl their knowl-
edge of Scripture on the authority and testimony of philoso-
phers, and, consequently, would be compelled to supposethat
theinterpretationsgiven by philosopherswereinfallible.

(172) Truly thiswould beanew form of ecclesiastica author-
ity, and anew sort of priestsor pontiffs, morelikely to excite
men'sridiculethanther veneration.

(173) Certainly our method demands a knowledge of He-
brew for which themasseshaveno leisure; but no such objec-
tion astheforegoing can be brought against us.

(174) For theordinary Jewsor Gentiles, to whom the proph-
etsand gpostl es preached and wrote, understood thelanguage,
and, consequently, theintention of the prophet or apostle ad-
dressing them; but they did not grasp theintrinsic reason of
what was preached, which, according to Mamonides, would
be necessary for an understanding of it.

(175) Thereisnothing, then, in our method which rendersit
necessary that the masses should follow the testimony of com-
mentators, for | point to aset of unlearned peoplewho under-
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stood the language of the prophets and apostles; whereas
Maimonides could not point to any suchwho could arrive at
the prophetic or gpostolic meaning through their knowledge of
the causesof things.

(176) Asto the multitude of our own time, we have shown
that whatsoever isnecessary to salvation, thoughitsreasons
may be unknown, can easily be understood in any language,
becauseitisthoroughly ordinary and usud; itisin such under-
standing asthisthat the masses acquiesce, not in thetestimony
of commentators; with regard to other questions, theignorant
andthelearnedfareadike.

(177) But let usreturn to the opinion of Mamonides, and ex-
amineit moreclosely. Inthefirst place, he supposesthat the
prophetswerein entire agreement onewith another, and that
they were consummate philosophersand theol ogians; for he
would havethem to have based their conclusionsonthe abso-
lutetruth.

(178) Further, he supposesthat the sense of Scripture cannot
bemadeplainfrom Scriptureitsef, for thetruth of thingsisnot
made plain therein (in that it does not prove any thing, nor
teach themattersof which it speaksthrough their definitions
andfirst causes), therefore, according to Maimonides, thetrue
sense of Scripture cannot be madeplainfromitsalf, and must
not bethere sought.
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(179) Thefddty of suchadoctrineisshowninthisvery chap-
ter, for we have shown both by reason and examplesthat the
meaning of Scriptureisonly made plain through Scriptureit-
self, and even in questions deducible from ordinary knowl-
edge should belooked for from no other source.

(180) Lastly, such atheory supposesthat wemay explainthe
wordsof Scripture according to our preconceived opinions,
twisting them about, and reversing or completely changing the
literal sense, however plainit may be.

(181) Suchlicenceisutterly opposed to theteaching of this
and the preceding chapters, and, moreover, will beevident to
everyoneasrash and excessive.

(182) Butif wegrant dl thislicence, what canit effect after al?
Absolutely nothing.

(183) Thosethingswhich cannot bedemonstrated, and which
make up the greater part of Scripture, cannot be examined by
reason, and cannot therefore be explained or interpreted by
this rule; whereas, on the contrary, by following our own
method, we can explain many questions of thisnature, and
discussthem on asurebasis, aswe have aready shown, by
reason and example.

(184) Those matterswhich are by their nature comprehen-
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siblewecan easly explain, ashasbeen pointed out, smply by
meansof the context.

(185) Therefore, the method of Maimonidesisclearly usdess:
towhichwemay add, that it doesaway with dl the certainty
whichthemassesacquire by candid reading, or whichisgained
by any other personsin any other way.

(186) Inconclusion, then, wedismissMamonides' theory as
harmful, useless, and absurd.

(187) Asto thetradition of the Pharisees, we have already
shownthat it isnot cong stent, whiletheauthority of the popes
of Romestandsin need of more credibleevidence; thelatter,
indeed, | rgect simply onthisground, for if the popescould
point out to usthe meaning of Scriptureassurely asdidthe
high priestsof the Jews, | should not be deterred by thefact
that there have been heretic and impious Roman pontiffs; for
among theHebrew high-priestsof old therewereal so heretics
andimpiousmenwho gained the high- priesthood by improper
means, but who, nevertheless, had Scriptural sanctionfor their
supreme power of interpreting thelaw. (SeeDeut. xvii:11, 12,
andxxxiii:10, dsoMdachi ii:8.)

(188) However, asthe popes can show no such sanction, their
authority remainsopento very grave doubt, nor should any-
one be deceived by the example of the Jewish high-priests
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and think that the Catholic religion also standsin need of a
pontiff; he should bear in mind that thelaws of Mosesbeing
asotheordinary lawsof the country, necessarily required some
public authority to insuretheir observance; for, if everyone
werefreetointerpret thelawsof hiscountry ashe pleased, no
state could stand, but would for that very reason bedissolved
at once, and public rightswould become privaterights.

(189) Withreligionthe caseiswiddy different. Inasmuch asit
consistsnot so muchin outward actionsasin smplicity and
truth of character, it stands outside the sphere of law and pub-
licauthority.

(190) Simplicity and truth of character are not produced by
theconstraint of laws, nor by theauthority of the state, no one
thewholeworld over can beforced or legidated into astate of
blessedness, themeansrequired for suchaconsummation are
faithful and brotherly admonition, sound education, and, above
al, freeuseof theindividua judgment.

(191) Therefore, asthe supremeright of freethinking, evenon
religion, isinevery man’spower, and asitisinconceivablethat
such power could bedienated, itisalsoinevery man’spower
towield the supremeright and authority of freejudgmentin
thisbehdf, andto explainandinterpret religionfor himself.

(192) Theonly reasonfor vesting thesupremeauthority inthe
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interpretation of law, andjudgment on public affairsinthehands
of themagigtrates, isthat it concernsquestionsof publicright.

(193) Similarly the supreme authority inexplaining religion,
andin passing judgment thereon, islodged with theindividua
becauseit concernsquestionsof individual right.

(194) So far, then, from the authority of the Hebrew high-
prieststelling in confirmation of the authority of the Roman
pontiffstointerpret religion, it would rather tend to establish
individua freedom of judgment.

(295) Thusinthisway aso, we have shown that our method
of interpreting Scriptureisthe best.

(196) For asthe highest power of Scriptural interpretation
belongsto every man, therulefor such interpretation should
be nothing but the natural light of reason whichiscommonto
al —not any supernaturd light nor any externd authority; more-
over, sucharuleought not to be so difficult that it canonly be
applied by very skilful philosophers, but should be adapted to
thenatural and ordinary facultiesand capacity of mankind.

(2197) And such | have shown our method to be, for such
difficultiesasit hasarisefrom men’s card essness, and are no
part of itsnature.
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CHAPTERVIII. - OF THEAUTHOR-
SHIPOFTHEPENTATEUCHAND
THEOTHERHISTORICAL BOOKSOF
THEOLD TESTAMENT

(2) Intheformer chapter wetreated of the foundationsand
principlesof Scriptural knowledge, and showed that it con-
sistssolely inatrustworthy history of the sacred writings;
suchahistory, in spiteof itsindispensability, theancientsne-
glected, or at any rate, whatever they may havewritten or
handed down has perished in thelapse of time, consequently
thegroundwork for such aninvestigationisto agreat extent,
cut fromunder us.

(2) Thismight be put up with if succeeding generations had
confined themselveswithinthelimitsof truth, and had handed
down conscientiously what few particularsthey had received
or discovered without any additionsfromtheir ownbrains. as
itis, thehistory of the Bibleisnot so muchimperfect asun-
trustworthy: thefoundationsare not only too scanty for build-
Ing upon, but are al so unsound.

(3) Itispart of my purposeto remedy these defects, and to
remove common theological prejudices.
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(4) But | fear that | am attempting my task too late, for men
have arrived at the pitch of not suffering contradiction, but
defending obstinately whatever they have adopted under the
nameof religion.

(5) Sowiddy havethese prejudicestaken possession of men's
minds, that very few, comparatively spesking, will ligentorea
son.

(6) However, | will makethe attempt, and spare no efforts,
for thereisno positive reason for despairing of success.

(7) Inorder totreat the subject methodically, | will beginwith
the received opinions concerning the true authors of the sa-
cred books, and inthefirst place, speak of the author of the
Pentateuch, who isamost universally supposed to have been
Moses.

(8) ThePhariseesare so firmly convinced of hisidentity, that
they account asaheretic anyonewho differsfromthemonthe
subject.

(9) Wherefore, Aben Ezra, aman of enlightened intelligence,
and no small learning, who wasthefirst, sofar as| know, to
treat of thisopinion, dared not expresshismeaning openly, but
confined himsdlf to dark hintswhich | shall not scrupleto elu-
cidate, thusthrowing, full light onthesubject.
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(10) Thewordsof Aben Ezrawhich occur in hiscommentary
on Deuteronomy areasfollows. “Beyond Jordan, &c ... If so
bethat thou understandest the mystery of thetwelve. .. more-
over Moseswrotethelaw.... The Canaanitewastheninthe
land ... it shall berevealed onthemount of God ... thenalso
behold hisbed, hisiron bed, then shat thou know thetruth.”

(12) Inthesefew wordshe hints, and al so showsthat it was
not M oseswho wrote the Pentateuch, but someonewho lived
long after him, and further, that the book which Moseswrote
was something different from any now extant.

(12) To provethis, | say, hedrawsattention to thefacts:

(13) 1. That the prefaceto Deuteronomy could not have been
written by Moses, inasmuch ashead never crossed the Jordan.

(14) I1. That the whole book of Moses was written at full
length onthe circumference of asingledtar (Deut. xxvii, and
Josh. viii:37), which dtar, according to the Rabbis, consisted
of only twelve stones: thereforethe book of Mosesmust have
been of far |essextent than the Pentateuch.

(15) Thisiswhat our author means, | think, by the mystery of
thetwelve, unlessheisreferring to the twelve curses con-
tained in the chapter of Deuteronomy above cited, which he
thought could not have been contained in thelaw, because
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M osesbadethe L evitesread them after therecital of thelaw,
and so bind the peopletoitsobservance.

(16) Or again, hemay have had in hismind thelast chapter of
Deuteronomy which treats of the death of M oses, and which
containstwelveverses.

(17) But thereisno need to dwell further ontheseand similar
conjectures.

(18) I11. That in Deut. xxxi:9, the expression occurs, “and
Moses wrote the law:” words that cannot be ascribed to
Moses, but must be those of some other writer narrating the
deedsand writingsof Moses.

(19) IV. That in Genesisxii:6, thehistorian, after narrating that
Abraham journeyed through the and of Canaan, adds, “and
the Canaanitewasthenintheland,” thusclearly excluding the
timeat which hewrote.

(20) So that this passage must have been written after the
death of Moses, when the Canaanites had been driven out,
and no longer possessed theland.

(21) Aben Ezra, in hiscommentary on the passage, aludesto
thedifficulty asfollows—" And the Canaanitewastheninthe
land: it appearsthat Canaan, the grandson of Noah, took from
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another theland which bearshisname; if thisbe not thetrue
meaning, therelurkssomemystery inthe passage, and let him
who understandsit keep silence.”

(22) That is, if Canaan invaded those regions, the sensewill
be, the Canaanitewasthenintheland, in contradistinctionto
thetimewhen it had been held by another: but if, asfollows
from Gen. chap. x. Canaanwasthefirst toinhabit theland, the
text must mean to excludethetime present, that isthetime at
whichit waswritten; thereforeit cannot bethework of M oses,
inwhosetimethe Canaanites still possessed thoseterritories:
thisisthemystery concerning which silenceisrecommended.

(23) V. That in Genesisxxii:14 Mount Moriahiscalled the
mount of God, [Endnote 9], anamewhichit did not acquiretill
after the building of the Temple; the choice of themountain
was not madeinthetimeof Moses, for M oses does not point
out any spot as chosen by God; on the contrary, heforetells
that God will at somefuturetime choose aspot towhich this
namewill begiven.

(24) VI. Ladtly, that in Deut. chap. iii., inthe passagerelating
to Og, king of Bashan, thesewordsareinserted: “ For only Og
king of Bashan remained of theremnant of giants: behold, his
bedstead was abedstead of iron: isit not in Rabbath of the
children of Ammon? nine cubitswasthelength thereof, and
four cubitsthe breadth of it, after the cubit of aman.”
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(25) Thisparenthesismost plainly showsthat itswriter lived
long after Moses; for thismode of speaking isonly employed
by onetreating of thingslong past, and pointing torelicsfor the
sake of gaining credence: moreover, thisbed wasalmost cer-
tainly first discovered by David, who conquered the city of
Rabbath (2 Sam. xii:30.)

(26) Again, thehigorianalittlefurther oninsertsafter thewords
of Moses, “ Jair, the son of Manasseh, took all the country of
Argob unto the coasts of Geshuri and Maachathi; and called
them after hisown name, Bashan-havoth-jair, unto thisday.”

(27) Thispassage, | say, isinserted to explain the words of
Moseswhich precedeit.

(28) “Andtherest of Gilead, and all Bashan, being theking-
dom of Og, gave | unto the half tribe of Manasseh; all the
region of Argob, withall Bashan, whichiscalled theland of
thegiants.”

(29) TheHebrewsinthetimeof thewriter indisputably knew
what territories belonged to the tribe of Judah, but did not
know them under the name of thejurisdiction of Argob, or the
land of thegiants.

(30) Thereforethewriter iscompelled to explain what these
placeswerewhich wereanciently so styled, and at the same
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timeto point out why they wereat thetimeof hiswriting known
by the name of Jair, who was of thetribe of Manasseh, not of
Judah.

(31) We havethusmade clear the meaning of Aben Ezraand
also the passages of the Pentateuch which he citesin proof of
hiscontention.

(32) However, Aben Ezradoesnot call attentionto every in-
stance, or even the chief ones; there remain many of greater
importance, which may becited.

(33) Namely (1.), that thewriter of the booksin question not
only speaksof Mosesinthethird person, but also bearswit-
nessto many details concerning him; for instance, “Moses
talkedwith God;” “ The Lord spokewith Mosesfacetoface;
“ “Moseswasthe meekest of men” (Numb. xii:3); “Moses
waswrath with the captains of the host; “ M oses, the man of
God, “Moses, theservant of theLord, died;” “ Therewasnever
aprophetinlsragl likeuntoMoses,” &c.

(34) Ontheother hand, in Deuteronomy, wherethelaw which
M oses had expounded to the people and written is set forth,
M oses speaks and declareswhat hehasdoneinthefirst per-
son: “ God spakewithme* (Deut. ii:1, 17, &c.), “I prayedto
theLord,” &c.
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(35) Except at the end of the book, when the historian, after
relating thewords of Moses, beginsagain to speak inthethird
person, and to tell how M oses handed over thelaw which he
had expounded to the peopleinwriting, again admonishing
them, and further, how Mosesended hislife.

(36) All thesedetails, themanner of narration, thetestimony,
and the context of thewhole story lead tothe plain conclusion
that these bookswere written by another, and not by Moses
inperson.

(37) 111. Wemust a so remark that the history relatesnot only
themanner of Moses' death and burial, and thethirty days
mourning of the Hebrews, but further compareshimwith all
the prophetswho came after him, and statesthat he surpassed
themdl.

(38) “Therewas never aprophetin sragl like unto Moses,
whomtheLord knew facetoface.”

(39) Such testimony cannot have been given of Moses by,
himself, nor by any who immediately succeeded him, but it
must comefrom someonewho lived centuries afterwards, es-
pecidly, asthe historian speaksof past times.

(40) “Therewasnever aprophet,” &c.
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(41) And of theplaceof burid, “No oneknowsit to thisday.”

(42) 111. We must note that some placesare not styled by the
namesthey boreduring Moses' lifetime, but by otherswhich
they obtained subsequently.

(43) For instance, Abrahamissaid to have pursued hisen-
emieseven unto Dan, anamenot bestowed onthecity till long
after the death of Joshua (Gen. xiv;14, Judgesxviii;29).

(44) IV. Thenarrativeis prolonged after the death of Moses,
for in Exodusxvi:34 weread that “ thechildren of Israel did
eat mannaforty yearsuntil they cameto alandinhabited, until
they came unto the borders of theland of Canaan.”

(45) In other words, until thetimealuded toin Joshuavi:12.

(46) So, too, in Genesisxxxvi:3litisstated, “ Thesearethe
kingsthat reigned in Edom beforetherereigned any king over
thechildrenof Isragl.”

(47) Thehigtorian, doubtless, hererdatesthekingsof |dumaea
beforethat territory was conquered by David [Endnote 10]
and garrisoned, asweread in 2 Sam. viii: 14.

(48) Fromwhat hasbeen said, itisthusclearer than thesun at
noonday that the Pentateuch was not written by Moses, but
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by someonewho livedlong after M oses.

(49) Let usnow turn our attention to the bookswhich Moses
actualy didwrite, and which are cited in the Pentateuch; thus,
a0, shdl we seethat they weredifferent from the Pentateuch.

(50) Firgtly, it gppearsfrom Exodusxvii:14 that Moses, by the
command of God, wrotean account of thewar against Amalek.

(51) Thebook inwhich hedid soisnot named in the chapter
just quoted, but in Numb. xxi:12 abook isreferred to under
thetitle of the wars of God, and doubtlessthiswar against
Amaek andthe castrametationssaidin Numb. xxxiii:2tohave
been written by Mosesaretherein described.

(52) We hear alsoin Exod. xxiv:4 of another book called the
Book of the Covenant, which Mosesread beforethe I sragl -
iteswhenthey first made acovenant with God.

(53) But thisbook or thiswriting contained very little, namely,
thelawsor commandments of God whichwefindin Exodus
xx:22 totheend of chap. xxiv., and thisno onewill deny who
readstheaforesaid chapter rationaly and impartially.

(54) It isthere stated that as soon as Moses had learnt the
feding of the peopleon the subject of making acovenant with
God, heimmediately wrotedown God'slawsand utterances,

andinthemorning, after some ceremonieshad been performed,
read out the conditions of the covenant to an assembly of the
wholepeople.

(55) When these had been gone through, and doubtless un-
derstood by al, thewhole people gavetheir assent.

(56) Now from the shortness of thetimetakeninitsperusal
and dsofromitsnature asacompact, thisdocument evidently
contained nothing morethan that which wehavejust described.

(57) Further, itisclear that M osesexplained dl thelawswhich
hehad receivedinthefortieth year after theexodusfrom Egypt;
also that he bound over the people asecond timeto observe
them, and that finally he committed themtowriting (Deut. i:5;
xxXix:14; xxxi:9), in abook which contained these laws ex-
plained, and the new covenant, and this book wastherefore
called thebook of thelaw of God: the same which was after-
wards added to by Joshuawhen he set forth the fresh cov-
enant with which he bound over the people and which heen-
tered into with God (Josh. xxiv:25, 26).

(58) Now, aswe have extent no book containing this cov-
enant of Moses and also the covenant of Joshua, we must
perforce concludethat it hasperished, unless, indeed, we adopt
thewild conjecture of the Chal dean paraphrast Jonathan, and
twist about thewordsof Scriptureto our heart’s content.
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(59) Thiscommentator, intheface of our present difficulty,
preferred corrupting the sacred text to confessing hisownig-
norance.

(60) The passageinthebook of Joshuawhichruns, “and Joshua
wrotethesewordsin the book of thelaw of God,” hechanges
into “and Joshuawrote these words and kept them with the
book of thelaw of God.”

(61) What isto be donewith personswho will only seewhat
pleasesthem?

(62) What issuch aproceeding if it isnot denying Scripture,
and inventing another Bible out of our own heads?

(63) We may therefore conclude that the book of the law of
God which Moseswrote was not the Pentateuch, but some-
thing quitedifferent, which the author of the Pentateuch duly
inserted into hisbook.

(64) So muchisabundantly plain bothfromwhat | havesaid
and fromwhat | am about to add.

(65) For inthe passage of Deuteronomy above quoted, where
itisrelated that M oseswrote the book of thelaw, thehistorian
addsthat he handed it over to the priests and bade them read
it out at astated timeto thewhole people.
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(66) Thisshowsthat thework was of much lesslength than
the Pentateuch, inasmuch asit could beread through at one
Sitting so asto beunderstood by al; further, we must not omit
to noticethat out of al the bookswhich Moseswrote, thisone
book of the second covenant and the song (which latter he
wroteafterwardsso that al the peoplemight learnit), wasthe
only onewhich he caused to bereligiousy guarded and pre-
served.

(67) Inthefirst covenant he had only bound over those who
were present, but in the second covenant he bound over all
their descendantsalso (Dent. xxix:14), and therefore ordered
thiscovenant with future agesto bereligioudy preserved, to-
gether with the Song, which was especially addressed to pos-
terity: as, then, we have no proof that M oseswrote any book
savethisof the covenant, and ashe committed no other tothe
careof posterity; and, lastly, asthereare many passagesinthe
Pentateuch which M oses could not havewritten, it follows
that the belief that M oseswasthe author of the Pentateuchis
ungrounded and evenirrationd.

(68) Someone will perhaps ask whether Mosesdid not also
writedown other lavswhenthey werefirst revealed tohim—
in other words, whether, during the course of forty years, he
did not write down any of thelawswhich he promulgated,
saveonly thosefew which | have stated to be contained inthe
book of thefirst covenant.



A Theologico-Political Treatise: Part Two

(69) Tothis| would answer, that athough it seemsreasonable
to supposethat M oseswrote down thelawsat thetimewhen
hewished to communicatethemto the peopl e, yet weare not
warranted to takeit asproved, for | have shown abovethat
wemust make no assertionsin such matterswhich wedo not
gather from Scripture, or which do not flow aslegitimate con-
sequencesfromitsfundamental principles.

(70) We must not accept whatever isreasonably probable.

(71) However evenreasoninthiscasewould not forcesucha
conclusion upon us: for it may bethat the assembly of elders
wrote down the decrees of M osesand communicated themto
the people, and the historian collected them, and duly set them
forthinhisnarrativeof thelifeof Moses.

(72) Somuchfor thefivebooksof Moses: itisnow timefor us
to turn to the other sacred writings.

(73) The book of Joshuamay be proved not to be an auto-
graph by reasonssimilar to thosewe havejust employed: for it
must be some other than Joshuawho testifiesthat thefame of
Joshuawas spread over thewholeworld; that he omitted noth-
ing of what M oseshad taught (Josh. vi:27; viii. lagt verse; xi:15);
that he grew old and summoned an assembly of thewhole
people, and finaly that he departed thislife.

46

(74) Furthermore, events are related which took place after
Joshua sdegth.

(75) For instance, that the | sraglites worshipped God, after
his death, so long asthere were any old men alivewho re-
membered him; and in chap. xvi: 10, weread that “ Ephraim
and Manasseh did not drive out the Canaaniteswhich dweltin
Gezer, but the Canaanitedweltin theland of Ephramuntothis
day, and wastributary tohim.”

(76) Thisisthe same statement asthat in Judges, chap. i., and
thephrase® unto thisday” showsthat thewriter was speaking
of ancient times.

(77) With these textswe may comparethelast verse of chap.
Xv., concerning the sonsof Judah, and a so the history of Caleb
inthesamechap. v:14.

(78) Further, the building of an altar beyond Jordan by the
two tribesand ahalf, chap. xxii:10, sqg., seemsto havetaken
place after the death of Joshua, for inthewholenarrative his
nameisnever mentioned, but the peopleaoneheld council as
to waging war, sent out legates, waited for their return, and
finaly approved of their answer.

(79) Lagtly, from chap. x:14, it isclear that the book waswrit-
ten many generations after the death of Joshua, for it bears
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witness ,therewas never any, day like unto, that day, either
beforeor after, that the L ord hearkened to thevoice of aman,”
&c.

(80) If, therefore, Joshuawrote any book at al, it was that
whichisquoted in thework now beforeus, chap. x:13.

(81) Withregard to the book of Judges, | supposeno rational
person persuades himself that it was written by the actual
Judges.

(82) For the conclusion of thewhol ehistory contained in chap.
ii. clearly showsthat itisal thework —of asinglehistorian.

(83) Further, inasmuch asthewriter frequently tellsusthat
therewasthennokinginIsradl, itisevident that the book was
written after the establishment of the monarchy.

(84) Thebooksof Samuel need not detain uslong, inasmuch
asthenarrativeinthemiscontinued long after Samue’sdegth;
but | should liketo draw attention to thefact that it waswritten
many generationsafter Samuel’ sdesath.

(85) For inbook i. chap. ix:9, the historian remarksin a, pa-
renthess, “Beforetime, inlsragl, when aman went to inquire
of God, thushe spake: Come, and | et usgoto the seer; for he
that isnow called aprophet wasbeforetime called aseer.”
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(86) Lastly, the books of Kings, aswe gather frominternal
evidence, were compiled from the books of King Solomon (I
Kingsxi:41), fromthechroniclesof thekingsof Judah (1 Kings
xiv:19, 29), and the chronicles of thekingsof Isradl.

(87) We may, therefore, concludethat all the bookswe have
consdered hitherto are compilations, and that theeventstherein
arerecorded ashaving happenedinold time.

(88) Now, if weturn our attentionto the connection and argu-
ment of all these books, we shall easily seethat they wereal
written by asingle historian, whowished to rel atethe antiqui-
tiesof the Jewsfrom their first beginning down to thefirst
destruction of thecity.

(89) Theway inwhich the several books are connected one
with the other isa one enough to show usthat they formthe
narrative of oneand the samewriter.

(90) For assoon ashehasrelated thelife of Moses, the histo-
rian thus passes on to the story of Joshua: “And it cameto
pass after that M osesthe servant of the Lord was dead, that
God spake unto Joshua,” & c., sointhe sameway, after the
death of Joshuawas concluded, he passeswithidentically the
sametransition and connection to the history of the Judges:
“And it came to pass after that Joshua was dead, that the
children of Isragl sought from God,” &c.
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(91) To the book of Judges he adds the story of Ruth, asa
sort of appendix, inthesewords: “Now it cameto passinthe
daysthat thejudgesruled, that therewasafamineintheland.”

(92) Thefirst book of Samuel isintroduced with asimilar
phrase; and so isthe second book of Samuel.

(93) Then, beforethehistory of Davidisconcluded, thehisto-
rian passesin the sameway to thefirst book of Kings, and,
after David'sdeath, to the Second book of Kings.

(94) Theputting together, and theorder of the narratives, show
that they areall thework of one man, writing with acreate
am; for thehistorian beginswith reating thefirst origin of the
Hebrew nation, and then setsforthin order thetimesand the
occasionsin which Moses put forth hislaws, and made his
predictions.

(95) Hethen proceedstorelate how the lsraglitesinvaded the
promised land in accordancewith Moses' prophecy (Deui.
vii.); and how, when theland was subdued, they turned their
backsontheir laws, and thereby incurred many misfortunes
(Deut. xxxi:16, 17).

(96) Hetellshow they wished to elect rulers, and how, ac-
cording astheserulersobserved thelaw, the peopleflourished
or suffered (Deut. xxviii:36); findly, how destruction cameupon
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thenation, even asMoseshad foretol d.

(97) Inregard to other matters, which do not serveto confirm
thelaw, thewriter either passesover themin silence, or refers
thereader to other booksfor information.

(98) All that isset down in the bookswe have conducesto the
soleobject of setting forth thewordsand laws of Moses, and
proving them by subsequent events.

(99) Whenwe put together thesethree considerations, namely,
the unity of the subject of all the books, the connection be-
tweenthem, and thefact that they are compilationsmade many
generations after the eventsthey rel ate had taken place, we
cometotheconclusion, asl havejust stated, that they areall
thework of asinglehistorian.

(100) Whothishistorian was, it isnot so easy to show; but |
suspect that hewas Ezra, and thereare several strong reasons
for adopting thishypothess.

(101) The historian whom we aready know to be but one
individua bringshishistory downtotheliberation of Jehoiakim,
and addsthat he himsdlf sat at theking'stabledl hislife—that
is, at the table either of Jehoiakim, or of the son of
Nebuchadnezzar, for the sense of the passageisambiguous:
henceit followsthat hedid not live beforethetime of Ezra.
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(102) But Scripture does not testify of any except of Ezra
(Ezravii:10), that he* prepared hisheart to seek thelaw of the
Lord, andto setit forth, and further that hewasaready scribe
inthelaw of Moses.”

(103) Therefore, | cannot find anyone, save Ezra, towhomto
attribute the sacred books.

(104) Further, from thistestimony concerning Ezra, we see
that he prepared his heart, not only to seek the law of the
Lord, but dsoto setit forth; and, in Nehemiah viii:8, weread
that “they read in the book of thelaw of God distinctly, and
gavethe sense, and caused them to understand the reading.”

(105) As, then, in Deuteronomy, wefind not only the book of
thelaw of Maoses, or thegreater part of it, but a so many things
inserted for its better explanation, | conjecture that this
Deuteronomy isthebook of thelaw of God, written, set forth,
and explained by Ezra, whichisreferredto in thetext above
quoted.

(106) Two examplesof theway matterswereinserted paren-
thetically inthetext of Deuteronomy, withaview toitsfuller
explanation, wehaveaready given, inspeskingof AbenEzra's
opinion.

(107) Many othersarefound in the course of thework: for
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instance, in chap. ii:12: “The Horims dwelt also in Seir
beforetime; but the children of Esau succeeded them, when
they had destroyed them from beforethem, and dwelt intheir
stead; aslsrael did unto theland of hispossession, whichthe
Lord gaveuntothem.”

(108) Thisexplainsverses 3 and 4 of the same chapter, where
itisstated that Mount Seir, which had cometo the children of
Esaufor apossession, did not fal into their handsuninhabited;
but that they invaded it, and turned out and destroyed the
Horims, who formerly dwelt therein, even asthe children of
| srael had done unto the Canaanitesafter the death of Moses.

(109) So, also, verses 6, 7, 8, 9, of the tenth chapter are
inserted parentheticaly among thewordsof Moses. Everyone
must seethat verse 8, which begins, “ At that timethe Lord
separated thetribe of Levi,” necessarily referstoverse, and
not to the death of Aaron, whichisonly mentioned here by
Ezrabecause Moses, intelling of the golden calf worshipped
by the people, stated that he had prayed for Aaron.

(110) Hethen explainsthat at thetime at which M oses spoke,
God had chosenfor Himself thetribe of Levi inorder that He
may point out thereason for their el ection, and for thefact of
their not sharing intheinheritance; after thisdigresson, here-
sumesthethread of Moses' speech.
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(111) To these parentheses we must add the prefaceto the
book, and all the passagesin which M osesisspoken of inthe
third person, besides many which we cannot now distinguish,
though, doubtless, they would have been plainly recognized
by thewriter’ scontemporaries.

(122) If, | say, wewerein possession of the book of thelaw
asMoseswroteit, | do not doubt that we should find agreat
differencein the words of the precepts, the order in which
they aregiven, and the reasons by which they are supported.

(123) A comparison of the decaloguein Deuteronomy with
the decal oguein Exodus, whereitshigtory isexplicitly set forth,
will be sufficient to show usawidediscrepancy inal these
threeparticulars, for thefourth commandment isgiven not only
inadifferent form, but at much greater length, whilethereason
for itsobservancedifferswholly from that stated in Exodus.

(114) Again, the order in which the tenth commandment is
explaned differsinthetwoversons.

(115) I think that the differences here as elsewhere are the
work of Ezra, who explained thelaw of God to hiscontempo-
raries, and who wrote this book of the law of God, before
anything else; this| gather from thefact that it containsthe
laws of the country, of which the people stood in most need,
and also becauseit isnot joined to the book which precedesit
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by any connecting phrase, but beginswith theindependent
statement, “these arethewords of Moses.”

(116) After thistask wascompleted, | think Ezraset himself
to giveacomplete account of the history of the Hebrew nation
from the creation of theworld to the entire destruction of the
city, andinthisaccount heinserted the book of Deuteronomy,
and, possibly, he called thefirst five books by the name of
Moses, becausehislifeischiefly contained therein, and forms
their principa subject; for the samereason he called thesixth
Joshua, the seventh Judges, the eighth Ruth, the ninth, and
perhapsthetenth, Samud, and, lastly, the el eventh and twelfth

Kings

(117) Whether Ezraput thefinishing touchesto thiswork and
finished it asheintended, wewill discussin the next chapter.
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CHAPTERIX — OTHER QUESTIONS
CONCERNING THESAMEBOOKS
NAMELY, WHETHER THEY WERE

COMPLETELY FINISHED BY EZRA,

AND, FURTHER, WHETHER THE

MARGINAL NOTESWHICHARE

FOUND IN THEHEBREW TEXTS
WEREVARIOUSREADINGS

(2) How greetly theinquiry we havejust made concerning the
real writer of thetwelve booksaidsusin attaining acomplete
understanding of them, may be easly gathered solely fromthe
passages which we have adduced in confirmation of our opin-
ion, and which would be most obscurewithout it.

(2) But besidesthequestion of thewriter, thereare other points
to notice which common supertition forbidsthe multitudeto
apprehend.

(3) Of thesethechief is, that Ezra(whom | will taketo bethe
author of the aforesaid books until some morelikely person
be suggested) did not put thefinishing touchesto the narrative
contained therein, but merely collected thehistoriesfrom vari-

ol

ouswriters, and sometimessimply set them down, leaving thelr
examination and arrangement to posterity.

(4) Thecause(if it werenot untimely death) which prevented
himfrom completing hiswork inall itsportions, | cannot con-
jecture, but thefact remainsmost clear, althoughwehavelost
thewritings of the ancient Hebrew historians, and can only
judgefromthefew fragmentswhich are il extant.

(5) For the history of Hezekiah (2 Kingsxviii:17), aswrittenin
thevison of Isaiah, isrdated asit isfound in the chroniclesof
thekingsof Judah.

(6) Weread the same story, told with few exceptions, [Endnote
11], inthe samewords, in the book of | saiah which wascon-
tainedinthechronidesof thekingsof Judah (2 Chron. xxxii:32).

(7) From thiswe must concludethat therewerevariousver-
sonsof thisnarrativeof Isaiah’s, unless, indeed, anyonewould
dreamthat inthis, too, therelurksamystery.

(8) Further, thelast chapter of 2 Kings27-30isrepeatedin
thelast chapter of Jeremiah, v.31-34.

(9) Again, wefind 2 Sam. vii. repeated in | Chron. xvii., but
the expressionsin the two passagesare so curiously varied
[Endnote 12], that we can very easily seethat thesetwo chap-
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tersweretaken from two different versions of the history of
Nathan.

(10) Lastly, thegeneal ogy of the kings of |dumaea contained
in Genesisxxxvi:31, isrepeated inthe samewordsin 1 Chron.
i., though we know that the author of the latter work took his
materialsfrom other historians, not from thetwel ve bookswe
haveascribed to Ezra. We may thereforebe surethat if wedtill
possessed thewritings of the historians, the matter would be
made clear; however, aswe havelost them, we can only ex-
aminethewritingsstill extant, and fromtheir order and con-
nection, their variousrepetitions, and, lastly, the contradictions
indateswhichthey contain, judge of therest.

(11) These, then, or the chief of them, wewill now go through.

(12) First, inthestory of Judah and Tamar (Gen. xxxviii.) the
historian thusbegins: “And it cameto passat that time that
Judah went down from hisbrethren.”

(13) Thistime cannot refer to what immediately precedes
[Endnote 13], but must necessarily refer to something else, for
from the time when Joseph was sold into Egypt to thetime
when the patriarch Jacob, with all hisfamily, set out thither,
cannot be reckoned as more than twenty-two years, for Jo-
seph, when hewas sold by hisbrethren, was seventeen years
old, and when hewas summoned by Pharaoh from prison was
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thirty; if to thiswe add the seven years of plenty and two of
famine, thetotal amountsto twenty-two years.

(14) Now, in so short aperiod, no one can suppose that so
many things happened as are described; that Judah had three
children, oneafter the other, from onewife, whomhemarried
at the beginning of the period; that theeldest of these, when he
wasold enough, married Tamar, and that after hedied hisnext
brother succeeded to her; that, after all this, Judah, without
knowing it, had intercourse with hisdaughter-in-law, and that
sheborehimtwins, and, finaly, that theeldest of thesetwins
becameafather withinthe aforesaid period.

(15) Asall these events cannot have taken place within the
period mentioned in Genes's, thereference must necessarily
be to something treated of in another book: and Ezrainthis
instance simply related the story, and inserted it without ex-
amination among hisother writings.

(16) However, not only thischapter but thewholenarrative of
Joseph and Jacob iscollected and set forth from varioushis-
tories, inasmuch asitisquiteinconsstent with itself.

(17) ForinGen. xlvii. wearetold that Jacob, when hecame at
Joseph’shidding to salute Pharaoh, was 130 yearsold.

(18) If from thiswe deduct the twenty-two yearswhich he
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passed sorrowing for the absence of Joseph and the seven-
teen yearsforming Joseph’sagewhen hewassold, and, lastly,
the seven yearsfor which Jacob served for Rachel, wefind
that hewasvery advancedinlife, namely, eighty four, when he
took L eah to wife, whereas Dinah was scarcely sevenyears
old when shewasviolated by Shechem, [Endnote 14].

(19) Smeonand Levi wereaged respectively devenand twelve
whenthey spoiled thecity and dew al themaesthereinwith
the sword.

(20) There is no need that | should go through the whole
Pentateuch.

(22) If anyone paysattentiontotheway inwhich all the histo-
riesand preceptsin thesefive booksare set down promiscu-
ously and without order, with no regard for dates; and further,
how the same story isoften repeated, sometimesin adifferent
version, hewill easily, | say, discernthat dl thematerialswere
promiscuously collected and heaped together, in order that
they might at some subsequent timebemorereadily examined
and reduced to orde.

(22) Not only thesefive books, but al so the narratives con-
tainedin theremaining seven, going down to the destruction of
thecity, arecompiled inthe sameway.
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(23) For who doesnot seethat in Judgesii:6 anew historianis
being quoted, who had al so written of the deeds of Joshua,
and that hiswordsare smply copied?

(24) For after our historian hasstated in thelast chapter of the
book of Joshua that Joshua died and was buried, and has
promised, inthefirst chapter of Judges, to relate what hap-
pened after hisdegth, inwhat way, if hewished to continuethe
thread of hishistory, could he connect the statement heremade
about Joshuawith what had gone before?

(25) So, too, 1 Sam. 17, 18, aretaken from another historian,
who assignsacausefor David'sfirst frequenting Saul’ scourt
very different from that givenin chap. xvi. of the same book.

(26) For hedid not think that David cameto Saul in conse-
quenceof theadvice of Saul’sservants, asisnarrated in chap.
Xvi., but that being sent by chanceto thecamp by hisfather on
amessageto hisbrothers, hewasfor thefirst timeremarked
by Saul ontheoccasion of hisvictory, over Goliaththe Philis-
tine, and wasretained at hiscourt.

(27) 1 suspect the samething hastaken placein chap. xxvi. of
the same book, for the historian there seems to repesat the
narrative givenin chap. xxiv. according to another man’sver-
son.
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(28) But | passover this, and go on to the computation of dates.
(29) In1 Kings, chap. vi., it issaid that Solomon built the
Templeinthefour hundred and eightieth year after theexodus
from Egypt; but from the historiansthemsel vesweget amuch
longer period, for:

Years.

Mosesgoverned the peoplein the desert

Joshua, who lived 110 years, did not, according to Josephus

andothers opinionrulemorethan................... 26
Cusban Rishathaim held thepeopleinsubjection........... 8
Othniel, son of Kenag, wasjudgefor. ..... [Endnote 15] 40
Eglon, King of Moab, governedthepeople............. 18
Ehucl and Shamgar werejudges......... ........... 80

Jachin, King of Canaan, held the peoplein subjection...... 20

The peoplewas at peace subsequently for

It was under subjectionto Median

It obtained freedom under Gideonfor..... ............ 40
[tfell under theruleof Abimelech ..................... 3
Tola, sonof Puah, wasjudge ..................... 23
Jarwasjudge. .......... i el 22
ThepeoplewasinsubjectiontothePhilidinesend Ammonites..... 18
Jephthahwasjudge ... oo oo 6
Ibzan, the Bethlehemite,wasjudge ................... 7
Elon, theZabulonite. .. ... ........ .. ... ... 10
Abclon, thePirathonite. ....................... it 8
Thepeoplewasagain subject tothePhilistines. ......... 40
Samsonwasjudge.............c.oenn.. [Endnote 16] 20
Eliwasjudge. ... oo oo 40
The peopleagainfdl into subjection to the Philistines,

till they weredeliveredby Samuel . ............... 20
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Davidreigned. . ... oo oo 40
Solomon reigned beforehebuiltthetemple ............ 4

(30) All these periods added together make atotal of 580
years.

(31) But to these must be added the years during which the
Hebrew republic flourished after the death of Joshua, until it
was conquered by Cushan Rishathaim, which | taketo be
very numerous, for | cannot bring myself to believethat imme-
diately after the death of Joshuaall those who had witnessed
hismiraclesdied smultaneoudly, nor that their successorsat
onestroke bid farewell to their laws, and plunged from the
highest virtueinto the depth of wickednessand obstinacy.

(32) Nor, lastly, that Cushan Rishathaim subdued them onthe
ingtant; each one of these circumstancesrequiresamost agen-
eration, and thereisno doubt that Judgesii:7, 9, 10, compre-
hendsagreat many yearswhichit passesover inslence.

(33) Wemust aso add the years during which Samuel was
judge, the number of whichisnot stated in Scripture, and also
the yearsduring which Saul reigned, which are not clearly
shownfromhishistory.

(34) Itis, indeed, stated in 1 Sam. xiii:1, that hereigned two
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years, but thetext inthat passageismutilated, and therecords
of hisreignlead usto supposealonger period.

(35) That thetext ismutilated | suppose no onewill doubt
who hasever advanced sofar asthethreshold of the Hebrew
language, for it runsasfollows. “ Saul wasin his— year, when
hebegantoreign, and hereigned two yearsover Isradl.”

(36) Who, | say, doesnot seethat the number of the years of
Saul’ sage when he beganto reign has been omitted?

(37) That therecord of thereign presupposesagreater num-
ber of yearsisequally beyond doubt, for in the same book,
chap. xxvii:7, itisstated that David sojourned among the Phi-
listines, to whom he had fled on account of Saul, ayear and
four months; thustherest of the reign must have been com-
prised in aspace of eight months, which | think no onewill
credit.

(38) Josephus, at the end of the sixth book of hisantiquities,
thuscorrectsthetext: Saul reigned e ghteen yearswhile Samue
wasdive, and two yearsafter hisdeath.

(39) However, all the narrativein chap. Xiii.isin complete
disagreement withwhat goesbefore.

(40) At theend of chap. vii. itisnarrated that the Philistines
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were so crushed by the Hebrews that they did not venture,
during Samuel’slife, to invadethe bordersof Israel; butin
chap. xiii. wearetold that the Hebrewswereinvaded during
thelifeof Samuel by the Philistines, and reduced by themto
such astate of wretchedness and poverty that they werede-
prived not only of weaponswith which to defend themsel ves,
but also of the means of making more.

(42) | should beat painsenoughif | weretotry and harmonize
all thenarratives contained inthisfirst book of Samuel sothat
they should seemto be all written and arranged by asingle
higtorian.

(42) But | returnto my object.

(43) Theyears, then, during which Saul reigned must beadded
to the above computation; and, lastly, | have not counted the
yearsof theHebrew anarchy, for | cannot from Scripturegather
their number.

(44) | cannot, | say, be certain asto the period occupied by
the eventsrelated in Judges chap. xvii. ontill theend of the
book.

(45) Itisthusabundantly evident that we cannot arriveat a
true computation of yearsfrom the histories, and, further, that
thehistoriesareincons stent themsel ves on the subject.
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(46) We are compelled to confessthat these historieswere
compiled from variouswriterswithout previousarrangement
and examination.

(47) Not lessdiscrepancy isfound between thedatesgivenin
the Chronidesof theKingsof Judah, and thoseintheChronicles
of theKingsof Isradl; inthelatter, itisstated that Jehoram, the
son of Ahab, begantoreigninthe second year of thereign of
Jehoram, the son of Jehoshaphat (2 Kingsi:17), but in the
former weread that Jehoram, the son of Jehoshaphat, began
toreigninthefifth year of Jehoram, the son of Ahab (2 Kings
Viii:16).

(48) Anyonewho comparesthe narrativesin Chronicleswith
the narrativesin the booksof Kings, will find many similar
discrepancies.

(49) Thesethereisno need for meto examine here, and till
lessam | called upon to treat of the commentaries of those
who endeavour to harmonizethem.

(50) TheRabbisevidently let their fancy runwild.

(51) Such commentatorsas| have, read, dream, invent, and
asalast resort, play fast and loose with the language.

(52) For instance, whenitissaid in 2 Chronicles, that Ahab
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wasforty-two yearsold when hebegantoreign, they pretend
that these years are computed from the reign of Omri, not
from the birth of Ahab. If this can be shown to betherea
meaning of thewriter of thebook of Chronicles, all | cansay
is, that he did not know how to state afact.

(53) The commentators make many other assertions of this
kind, whichif true, would provethat theancient Hebrewswere
ignorant both of their ownlanguage, and of theway torelatea
plannarative.

(54) | shouldinsuch caserecognizenoruleor reasonininter-
preting Scripture, but it would be permissibleto hypothesize
to one’'sheart’scontent.

(55) If anyonethinksthat | am speaking too generally, and
without sufficient warrant, | would ask himto set himself to
showing us somefixed planinthese historieswhich might be
followed without blameby other writersof chronicles, andin
hiseffortsat harmonizing and interpretation, so strictly to ob-
serveand explainthe phrasesand expressions, the order and
the connections, that we may be abletoimitatetheseasoin
our writings, [Endnote 17].

(56) If hesucceeds, | will & oncegivehimmy hand, and heshall
betomeasgreat Apollo; for | confessthat after long endeavours
| havebeen unableto discover anything of thekind.

S7

(57) I may add that | set down nothing herewhich | have not
long reflected upon, and that, though | wasimbued from my
boyhood up with the ordinary opinions about the Scriptures, |
have been unableto withstand theforce of what | have urged.

(58) However, thereisno need to detain the reader with this
question, and drive himto attempt animpossbletask; | merely
mentioned thefact in order to throw light on my intention.

(59) I now passon to other points concerning thetreatment of
these books.

(60) For wemust remark, in addition to what has been shown,
that these bookswere not guarded by posterity with such care
that nofaultscreptin.

(61) Theancient scribesdraw attention to many doubtful read-
ings, and some mutil ated passages, but not to all that exist:
whether the commentariesof thosewho endeavour to harmo-
nizethem.

(62) TheRabbisevidently let their fancy runwild.

(63) Such commentatorsas| have, read, dream, invent, and
asalast resort, play fast and loose with the language.

(64) For instance, whenitissaid in 2 Chronicles, that Ahab



A Theologico-Political Treatise: Part Two

wasforty-two yearsold when hebegantoreign, they pretend
that these years are computed from the reign of Omri, not
fromthebirth of Ahab.

(65) If thiscan be shown to betherea meaning of thewriter
of thebook of Chronicles, dl | cansay is, that hedid not know
how to state afact.

(66) The commentators make many other assertions of this
kind, whichif true, would provethat theancient Hebrewswere
ignorant both of their ownlanguage, and of theway torelatea
plannarative.

(67) I shouldinsuch caserecognizenoruleor reasonininter-
preting Scripture, but it would be permissibleto hypothesize
to one’sheart’scontent.

(68) If anyonethinksthat | am speaking too generally, and
without sufficient warrant, | would ask himto set himself to
showing us somefixed planinthese historieswhich might be
followed without blameby other writersof chronicles, andin
hiseffortsat harmonizing and interpretation, so strictly to ob-
serve and explain the phrasesand expressions, the order and
the connections, that we may be abletoimitatetheseasoin
our writings (17).

(69) If hesucceeds, | will at once give him my hand, and he
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shall beto measgreat Apollo; for | confessthat after long
endeavours| have been unableto discover anything of the
kind.

(70) | may add that | set down nothing herewhich | havenot
long reflected upon, and that, though | wasimbued from my
boyhood up with the ordinary opinions about the Scriptures, |
have been unableto withstand theforce of what | have urged.

(71) However, thereisno need to detain the reader with this
guestion, and drive himto attempt animpossibletask; | merely
mentioned thefact in order to throw light on my intention.

(72) I now passonto other pointsconcerning thetreatment of
these books.

(73) For wemust remark, in addition to what has been shown,
that these bookswere not guarded by posterity with such care
that nofaultscreptin.

(74) Theancient scribesdraw attention to many doubtful read-
ings, and some mutil ated passages, but not to all that exist:
whether thefaultsare of sufficient importanceto greatly, em-
barrassthereader | will not now discuss.

(75) I aminclined to think that they are of minor moment to
those, at any rate, who read the Scriptureswith enlightenment:
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and | can positively, affirmthat | have not noticed any fault or
variousreading indoctrina passagessufficient torender them
obscure or doubtful.

(76) Thereare some people, however, whowill not admit that
thereisany corruption, even in other passages, but maintain
that by someuniqueexerciseof providence God haspreserved
from corruption every wordinthe Bible: they say that thevari-
ousreadingsarethe symbolsof profoundest mysteries, and
that mighty secretsliehidin thetwenty-eight hiatuswhich oc-
cur, nay, eveninthevery form of theletters.

(77) Whether they are actuated by folly and aniledevotion, or
whether by arrogance and malice so that they alone may be
held to possessthe secretsof God, | know not: thismuch | do
know, that | find intheir writingsnothing which hastheair of a
Divinesecret, but only childishlucubrations.

(78) | haveread and known certain Kabbalistictriflers, whose
insanity provokes my unceasing asastonishmen.

(79) That faultshave crept inwill, I think, be denied by no
sensible person who reads the passage about Saul, above
quoted (1 Sam. xiii:1) and dso 2 Sam. vi:2: “And David arose
andwent with al the peoplethat werewith him from Judah, to
bring up fromthencetheark of God.”
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(80) Noonecanfail toremark that the name of their destina-
tion, viz., Kirjath-jearim [ Endnotee 18], hasbeen omitted: nor
canwedeny that 2 Sam. xiii:37, hasbeen tampered with and
muitilated. “ And Absalom fled, and went to TAmai, the son of
Ammihud, king of Geshur.

(81) And hemourned for hisson every day. So Absalomfled,
and went to Geshur, and wastherethreeyears.”

(82) I know that | have remarked other passages of the same
kind, but | cannot recall them at the moment.

(83) That themargind noteswhich arefound continualy inthe
Hebrew Codicesare doubtful readingswill, | think, beevident
to everyone who has noticed that they often arise from the
great similarity, of some of the Hebrew letters, such for in-
stance, asthesimilarity between Kaph and Beth, Jod and Van,
Daethand Reth, &c.

(84) For example, thetext in 2 Sam. v:24, runs“inthetime
when thou hearest,” and similarly in Judgesxxi:22, “And it
shall bewhentheir fathersor their brotherscome unto usof-
ten,” themargina versonis*“comeunto usto complain.”

(85) So also many variousreadingshave arisenfromtheuse
of thelettersnamed mutes, which aregeneraly not soundedin
pronunciation, and aretaken promiscuoudy, onefor theother.
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(86) For example, inLevit. xxv:29, itiswritten, “ The house
shall be established whichisnot inthewalled city,” but the
margin hasit, “whichisinawalled city.”

(87) Though these mattersare self-evident, [Endnore6], itis
necessary, to answer thereasoningsof certain Pharisees, by
which they endeavour to convince usthat the marginal notes
serveto indicate some mystery, and were added or pointed
out by thewriters of the sacred books.

(88) Thefirst of thesereasons, which, in my, opinion, carries
littleweight, istaken from the practice of reading the Scrip-
turesaloud.

(89) If, itisurged, these notes were added to show various
readingswhich could not be decided upon by posterity, why
has custom prevailed that themarginal readingsshould dways
beretained?

(90) Why hasthe meaning whichispreferred been set down
inthemargin whenit ought to have been incorporated inthe
text, and not relegated to aside note?

(91) The second reason ismore specious, and istaken from
the nature of the case.

(92) It isadmitted that faults have crept into the sacred writ-
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ingsby chance and not by design; but they say that inthefive
bookstheword for agirl is, with one exception, written with-
out theletter “he,” contrary to all grammatical rules, whereas
inthemarginitiswritten correctly according to the universal
ruleof grammar.

(93) Can this have happened by mistake? Isit possible to
imagineaclerical error to have been committed every, time
theword occurs?

(94) Moreover, it would have been easy, to supply the emen-
dation.

(95) Hence, when these readings are not accidental or cor-
rections of manifest mistakes, it issupposed that they must
have been set down on purpose by the original writers, and
haveameaning.

(96) However, it iseasy to answer such arguments; asto the
question of custom having prevailedin thereading of themar-
gind versions, | will not sparemuchtimefor itsconsideration:
| know not the promptings of superstition, and perhapsthe
practice may havearisen from theideathat both readingswere
deemed equally good or tolerable, and therefore, lest either
should be neglected, onewas appointed to bewritten, and the
other to beread.
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(97) They feared to pronouncejudgment in so weighty amat-
ter lest they should mistakethefa sefor thetrue, and therefore
they would give preferenceto neither, asthey must necessarily
have doneif they had commanded one only to be both read
andwritten.

(98) Thiswould be especialy the case wherethe margina
readingswere not written down in the sacred books: or the
cusommay haveoriginated because somethingsthoughrightly
written down were desired to beread otherwise according to
themargina version, and thereforethegenera rulewasmade
that themarginal version should befollowedin reading the
Scriptures.

(99) The cause whichinduced the scribesto expressly pre-
scribe certain passagesto beread inthemarginal version, |
will now touch on, for not all the marginal notesarevarious
readings, but some mark expressionswhich have passed out
of common use, obsolete words and termswhich current de-
cency did not allow to beread in apublic assembly.

(100) Theancient writers, without any evil intention, employed
no courtly paraphrase, but called thingsby their plain names.

(101) Afterwards, through the spread of evil thoughts and
luxury, wordswhich could be used by the ancientswithout
offence, cameto be considered obscene.
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(102) Therewasno need for this cause to changethetext of
Scripture.

(103) Still, asaconcession to the popular weakness, it be-
came the custom to substitute more decent termsfor words
denoting sexud intercourse, exereta, & c., andtoreadthemas
they weregiveninthemargin.

(104) At any rate, whatever may have beentheorigin of the
practice of reading Scripture according to the marginal ver-
sion, it wasnot that thetrueinterpretation iscontained therein.

(105) For besidesthat, the Rabbinsin the Talmud often differ
from the Massoretes, and give other readingswhich they ap-
proveof, asl will shortly show, certainthingsarefoundinthe
margin which appear lesswarranted by the uses of the He-
brew language.

(106) For example, in2 Samuel xiv:22, weread, “Inthat the
king hath fulfilled therequest of hisservant,” aconstruction
plainly regular, and agreeing with that in chap. xvi.

(107) But themargin hasit “of thy servant,” which doesnot
agreewith the person of theverb.

(108) So, too, chap. xvi: 25 of the same book, wefind, “ Asif
one had inquired at the oracle of God,” the margin adding
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“someone”’ to stand asanominativeto theverb.

(109) But the correctionisnot apparently warranted, for itisa
common practice, well known to grammariansinthe Hebrew
language, to usethethird person singular of the active verb
impersondly.

(110) The second argument advanced by the Phariseesiseasly
answered fromwhat hasjust been said, namely, that the scribes
bes desthevariousreadingscaled attention to obsoletewords.

(111) For there isno doubt that in Hebrew asin other lan-
guages, changes of use made many words obsol ete and anti-
quated, and suchwerefound by thelater scribesin the sacred
books and noted by them with a view to the books being
publicly read according to custom.

(112) For thisreason theword nahgar isawaysfound marked
becauseitsgender wasoriginadly common, andit hadthesame
meaning asthe L atin juvenis (ayoung person).

(113) So dso the Hebrew capita wasanciently called Jerusa
lem, not Jerusalaim.

(1124) Asto the pronouns himself and hersdlf, | think that the
later scribes changed vauinto jod (avery frequent changein
Hebrew) when they wished to expressthe feminine gender,
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but that the ancients only distinguished thetwo gendersby a
changeof vowels.

(115) | may also remark that theirregular tenses of certain
verbsdiffer intheancient and modernforms, it being formerly
consdered amark of eleganceto employ certainlettersagree-
abletotheear.

(116) Inaword, I could easily multiply proofsof thiskind if |
were not afraid of abusing the patience of the reader.

(117) Perhaps| shall be asked how | became acquainted with
thefact that all these expressionsare obsolete.

(118) I reply that | have found them in the most ancient He-
brew writersinthe Bibleitself, and that they have not been
imitated by subsequent authors, and thusthey arerecognized
asantiquated, though thelanguageinwhichthey occur isdead.

(119) But perhaps someone may pressthequestionwhy;, if it
betrue, asl say, that themargina notesof the Biblegenerally
mark variousreadings, there are never morethan two read-
ingsof apassage, that inthetext and that inthemargin, instead
of three or more; and further, how the scribes can have hesi-
tated between two readings, one of whichisevidently con-
trary to grammar, and the other aplain correction.
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(120) Theanswer tothesequestionsa soiseasy: | will premise
that itisalmost certain that there onceweremorevariousread-
ingsthan those now recorded.

(121) For instance, onefinds many in the Talmud which the
M assoretes have neglected, and are so different onefrom the
other that even the supertitious editor of the Bomberg Bible
confessesthat he cannot harmonizethem.

(122) “We cannot say anything,” hewrites, “except what we
have said above, namely, that the Talmud isgenerally in con-
tradiction to the Massorete.”

(123) So that we are nor bound to hold that there never were
more than two readings of any passage, yet | amwilling to
admit, and indeed | believethat morethantwo readingsare
never found: and for thefollowing reasons.—

(124) (1.) The cause of the differencesof reading only admits
of two, being generaly thesimilarity of certainletters, sothat
the question resolved itsdlf into which should bewritten Beth,
or Kaf, Jod or Vau, Daleth or Reth: cases which are con-
gantly occurring, and frequently yielding afairly good meaning
whichever dternative be adopted.

(125) Sometimes, too, itisaquestionwhether asyllablebelong
or short, quantity being determined by theletterscalled mutes.
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(126) Moreover, we never asserted that all the marginal ver-
sons, without exception, marked variousreadings, onthecon-
trary, we have stated that many were due to motives of de-
cency or adesireto explain obsoletewords.

(127) (11.) I aminclined to attribute thefact that morethan two
readingsare never found to the paucity of exemplars, perhaps
not morethan two or three, found by the scribes.

(128) Inthetresatise of the scribes, chap. vi., mentionismade of
threeonly, pretended to have been foundinthetimeof Ezra, in
order that themargina versonsmight beattributed to him.

(129) However that may be, if the scribesonly had three cod-
iceswemay easly imaginethat in agiven passagetwo of them
would beinaccord, for it would beextraordinary if each one
of thethree gave adifferent reading of the sametext.

(130) Thedearth of copiesafter thetimeof Ezrawill surprise
no one who has read the 1st chapter of Maccabees, or
Josephus's“Antiquities,” Bk. 12, chap. 5.

(131) Nay, it gppearswonderful consderingthefierceand dally
persecution, that even thesefew should have been preserved.

(132) Thiswill, I think, beplainto evenacursory reader of the
history of thosetimes.
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(133) We have thus discovered the reasons why there are
never morethan two readings of apassageinthe Bible, but
thisisalongway from supposi ng that we may therefore con-
cludethat the Biblewas purposely writtenincorrectly insuch
passagesin order to Signify somemystery.

(134) Asto the second argument, that some passages are so
faultily writtenthat they areat plainvariancewith dl grammar,
and should have been corrected in thetext and not inthe mar-
gin, | attachlittleweight toit, for I am not concerned to say
what religious motive the scribes may have had for acting as
they did: possibly they did so from candour, wishingtotrans-
mit thefew exemplars of the Bible whichthey had found ex-
actly intheir origina state, marking thedifferencesthey dis-
coveredinthemargin, not asdoubtful readings, but assmple
vaiants.

(135) I havemysdlf called them doubtful readings, becauseit
would be generally impossibleto say which of thetwo ver-
sionsispreferable.

(136) Lastly, besidesthese doubtful readingsthe scribeshave
(by leaving ahiatusinthemiddle of aparagraph) marked sev-
erd passagesasmuitilated.

(137) The Massoretes have counted up such instances, and
they amount to el ght-and-twenty.

64

(138) I do not know whether any mystery isthought to lurk in
the number, at any ratethe Phariseesreligiously preservea
certain amount of empty space.

(139) Oneof such hiatusoccurs(to giveaninstance) in Gen.
Iv:8, whereitiswritten, “And Cainsaidto hisbrother . ... and
it cameto pass while they wereinthefield, &c.,” aspace
being left in which we should expect to hear what it wasthat
Cansad.

(140) Similarly there are (besidesthose pointswe have no-

ticed) eight-and-twenty hiatus|eft by the scribes.

(141) Many of thesewould not berecognized asmutilated if it
werenot for theempty spaceleft. But | have said enough on
thissubject.

CHAPTER X.—AN EXAMINATION
OF THEREMAINING BOOKSOFTHE
OLD TESTAMENT ACCORDINGTO
THEPRECEDING METHOD.

(2) I now pass on to the remaining books of the Old Testa-
ment.
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(2) Concerning the two books of Chronicles| have nothing
particular or important to remark, except that they were cer-
tainly written after thetime of Ezra, and possibly after theres-
toration of the Temple by Judas M accabaeus[Endnote 19].
For in chap. ix. of thefirst book we find areckoning of the
familieswhowerethefirst tolivein Jerusdlem, andinverse 17
the names of the porters, of which two recur in Nehemiah.

(3) Thisshowsthat the bookswere certainly compiled after
therebuilding of thecity.

(4) Astotheir actual writer, their authority, utility, and doc-
trine, | cometo no conclusion.

(5) | have always been astonished that they have been in-
cluded inthe Bible by men who shut out from the canon the
books of Wisdom, Tobit, and the others styled apocryphal.

(6) | donot aim at disparaging their authority, but asthey are
universally received | will leavethem asthey are.

(7) The Psalmswere collected and divided into five booksin
thetimeof thesecond temple, for Ps. Ixxxviii. was published,
according to Philo-Judaeus, whileking Jehoiachinwasstill a
prisoner in Babylon; and Ps. Ixxxix. when the sameking ob-
tained hisliberty: I do not think Philo would have madethe
statement unlesseither it had beenthereceived opinioninhis
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time, or €l se had beentold him by trustworthy persons.

(8) The Proverbsof Solomonwere, | believe, collected at the
sametime, or at least inthetime of King Josiah; for in chap.
xxv:1, itiswritten, “ Thesearea so proverbsof Solomonwhich
themen of Hezekiah, king of Judah, copied out.”

(9) I cannot herepassover in silencetheaudacity of the Rab-
biswho wished to exclude from the sacred canon both the
Proverbsand Ecclesastes, and to put them both in the Apoc-

rypha.

(10) Infact, they would actually have done so, if they had not
lighted on certain passagesin which thelaw of Mosesisex-
tolled.

(12) Itis, indeed, grievousto think that the settling of the sacred
canon lay inthe handsof such men; however, | congratulate
them, inthisingtance, on their suffering usto seethesebooksin
question, though | cannot refrain from doubting whether they
havetransmitted themin absolutegood faith; but | will not now
linger onthispoint. | passon, then, to the prophetic books. An
examination of theseassuresmethat the propheciestherein con-
tained have been compiled from other books, and arenot &l -
waysset downintheexact order inwhich they were spoken or
written by the prophets, but are only such aswere collected
hereand there, so that they are but fragmentary.
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(12) Isaiah began to prophecy inthereign of Uzziah, asthe
writer himsdlf testifiesinthefirst verse.

(13) Henot only prophesied at that time, but furthermore
wrote the history of that king (see 2 Chron. xxvi:22) ina
volumenow lost.

(13) That which we possess, we have shown to have been
taken from the chroniclesof thekingsof Judahand Isragl.

(14) We may add that the Rabbis assert that this prophet
prophesied inthereign of Manasseh, by whom hewaseven-
tually put to death, and, although this seemsto beamyth, it
yet showsthat they did not think that all 1saiah’s prophecies
areextant.

(15) The propheciesof Jeremiah, which arerelated histori-
cally areasotaken from variouschronicles; for not only are
they heaped together confusedly, without any account being
taken of dates, but also the same story istoldinthem differ-
ently indifferent passages.

(16) For instance, in chap. xxi. we aretold that the cause of
Jeremiah’sarrest wasthat he had prophesied the destruction
of thecity to Zedekiah who consulted him.

(17) This narrative suddenly passes, in chap xxii., to the
prophet’ sremonstrancesto Jehoiakim (Zedekiah'spredeces-
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sor), and the prediction hemade of that king'scaptivity; then,
inchap. xxv., cometherevelationsgranted to the prophet pre-
vioudy, that isinthefourth year of Jehoiakim, and, further on
dill, thereve ationsreceivedinthefirst year of thesamereign.

(18) The continuator of Jeremiah goes on heaping prophecy
upon prophecy without any regard to dates, until at last, in
chap. xxxviii. (asif theintervening chaptershad been aparen-
thesis), hetakes up thethread dropped in. chap. xxi.

(19) Infact, the conjunctionwith which chap. xxxviii. begins,
referstothe8th, 9th, and 10th versesof chap. xxi. Jeremiah’s
last arrest isthen very differently described, and atotally sepa-
ratecauseisgivenfor hisdaly retentioninthecourt of theprison.

(20) We may thusclearly seethat these portions of the book
have been compiled from various sources, and areonly from
thispoint of view comprehensible.

(21) Thepropheciescontainedintheremaining chapters, where
Jeremiah speaksinthefirst person, seemto betakenfroma
book written by Baruch, at Jeremiah’sdictation.

(22) These, however, only comprise (as appearsfrom chap.
xxxvi:2) the propheciesreved ed to the prophet from thetime
of Josiahtothefourth year of Jehoiakim, at which period the
book begins.
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(23) Thecontentsof chap. xlv:2, onto chap. li:59, seem taken
fromthesamevolume.

(24) That the book of Ezekiel isonly afragment, isclearly
indicated by thefirst verse.

(25) For anyone may seethat the conjunction with which it
begins, refersto something already said, and connectswhat
followstherewith.

(26) However, not only thisconjunction, but thewholetext of
thediscourseimpliesother writings.

(27) Thefact of the present work beginning thethirtieth year
showsthat the prophet i s continuing, not commencing adis-
course; and thisisconfirmed by thewriter, who parentheti-
caly satesinverse 3, “ Theword of the Lord came often unto
Ezekid thepriest, theson of Buz, intheland of the Cha deans”
asif to say that the prophecieswhich heisabout torelateare
the sequel torevelationsformerly received by Ezekiel from
God.

(28) Furthermore, Josephus, 11 Antig.” x:9, saysthat Ezekiel
prophesied that Zedekiah should not see Babylon, whereas
the book we now have not only contains no such statement,
but contrariwise assertsin chap. xvii. that he should betaken
to Babylon asacaptive, [Endnote 20].
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(29) Of Hoseal cannot positively state that he wrote more
than is now extant in the book bearing his name, but | am
astonished at the smallness of the quantity, we possess, for the
sacred writer asserts that the prophet prophesied for more
thaneighty years.

(30) We may assert, speaking generaly, that the compiler of
the prophetic books neither collected all the prophets, nor all
thewritingsof thosewe have; for of the prophetswho aresaid
to have prophesied in the reign of Manasseh and of whom
genera mentionismadein 2 Chron. xxxiii:10, 18, we have,
evidently, no propheciesextant; neither haveweall the proph-
eciesof thetwelvewho givetheir namesto books.

(31) Of Jonah we have only, the prophecy concerning the
Ninevites, though hea so prophesied to thechildren of Israd,
aswelearnin 2Kingsxiv:25.

(32) Thebook and the personality of Job have caused much
controversy.

(33) Somethink that the book isthework of Moses, and the
wholenarrativemerely dlegorical.

(34) Suchisthe opinion of the Rabbinsrecorded inthe Tal-
mud, and they are supported by, Maimonidesin his“More
Nebuchim.”
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(35) Othersbelieveit to beatrue history, and some suppose
that Job lived in the time of Jacob, and was married to his
daughter Dinah.

(36) Aben Ezra, however, as| haveaready stated, affirms, in
hiscommentaries, that thework isatrandationinto Hebrew
from someother language: | could wish that he could advance
more cogent argumentsthan he does, for we might then con-
cludethat the Gentiles a so had sacred books.

(37) | mysdlf leavethe matter undecided, but | conjecture Job
to have been aGentile, and aman of very stable character,
who ét first prospered, then was assailed with terrible calami-
ties, and finally, wasrestored to great happiness.

(38) (Heisthusnamed, among others, by Ezekid, xiv:12.)

(39) | takeit that the constancy of hismind amid thevicissi-
tudes of hisfortune occasioned many men to dispute about
God'sprovidence, or at |east caused the writer of the book
in question to compose hisdial ogues; for the contents, and
alsothe style, seem to emanate far lessfrom aman wretch-
edly ill and lying among ashes, than from onereflecting at
easein hisstudy.

(40) | should dso beinclined to agreewith Aben Ezrathat the
book isatranglation, for its poetry seems akin to that of the
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Gentiles; thus the Father of Gods summons acouncil, and
Momus, herecalled Satan, criticizesthe Divinedecreeswith
theutmost freedom.

(41) But theseare mere conjectureswithout any solid founda-
tion.

(42) | passonto the book of Daniel, which, from chap. viii.
onwards, undoubtedly containsthewriting of Daniel himself.

(43) Whencethefirst seven chaptersarederived | cannot say;
wemay, however, conjecturethat, asthey werefirst writtenin
Chaldean, they aretaken from Chaldean chronicles.

(44) If this could be proved, it would form avery striking
proof of thefact that the sacredness of Scripture dependson
our understanding of thedoctrinestherein signified, and not on
thewords, thelanguage, and the phrasesin which these doc-
trinesare conveyed to us; and it would further show usthat
bookswhich teach and speak of whatever ishighest and best
areequally sacred, whatever bethetongueinwhichthey are
written, or the nation to which they belong.

(45) We can, however, inthiscase only remark that the chap-
tersinquestion werewrittenin Chaldee, and yet areassacred
astherest of theBible.
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(46) Thefirst book of Ezraissointimately connected withthe
book of Danidl that both are plainly recognizableasthework
of the sameauthor, writing of Jewish history fromthetime of
thefirst captivity onwards.

(47) 1 haveno heditationinjoining tothisthebook of Esther, for
the conjunctionwithwhichit beginscanrefer tonothing else.

(48) It cannot bethe samework asthat written by Mordecal,
for, in chap. ix:20-22, another person relatesthat M ordecai
wroteletters, and tellsustheir contents; further, that Queen
Esther confirmed the days of Purimintheir timesappointed,
and that the decree was written in the book that is (by a
Hebraism), inabook knowntoal thenliving, which, asAben
Ezraand therest confess, hasnow perished.

(49) Lastly, for therest of the acts of Mordecai, the historian
refersusto the chroniclesof thekingsof Persia.

(50) Thusthereisno doubt that thisbook waswritten by the
same person as hewho recounted the history of Daniel and
Ezra, and who wrote Nehemiah, [Endnote 21], sometimes
called the second book of Ezra.

(51) Wemay, then, affirm that all these booksarefrom one
hand; but we/have no cluewhatever to the personality of the
author.
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(52) However, in order to determinewhence he, whoever he
was, had gained aknowledge of the historieswhich he had,
perchance, in great measure himself written, we may remark
that the governorsor chiefsof the Jews, after therestoration
of the Temple, kept scribes or historiographers, who wrote
annalsor chroniclesof them.

(53) Thechroniclesof thekingsareoften quoted in the books
of Kings, but thechroniclesof thechiefsand priestsare quoted
for thefirst timein Nehemiah xii:23, and againin 1 Macc.
Xvi:24.

(54) Thisisundoubtedly the book referred to as containing
the decree of Esther and the actsof Mordecai; and which, as
wesaidwith Aben Ezra, isnow lost.

(55) From it were taken the whole contents of these four
books, for no other authority isquoted by their writer, oris
knownto us.

(56) That these books were not written by either Ezra or
Nehemiahisplainfrom Nehemiah xii:9, wherethe descendants
of thehigh priest, Joshuaaretraced down to Jaddua, the sixth
high priest, who went to meet Alexander the Great, whenthe
Pergan empirewasa most subdued (Josephus, “Ant.” ii.

108), or who, according to Philo-Judaeus, wasthe sixth and
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last high priest under the Persians.

(57) Inthe same chapter of Nehemiah, verse 22, thispointis
clearly brought out: “ The L evitesinthedaysof Eliashib, Joiada,
and Johanan, and Jaddua, wererecorded chief of thefathers:
alsothepriests, tothereign of Dariusthe Persan” —that isto
say, inthechronicles; and, | suppose, no onethinks, [Endnote
22], that thelivesof Nehemiah and Ezrawere so prolonged
that they outlived fourteen kingsof Persia

(58) Cyruswasthefirst who granted the Jews permission to
rebuild their Temple: the period between histimeand Darius,
fourteenth and last king of Persia, extendsover 230 years.

(59) | have, therefore, no doubt that these bookswere written
after Judas Maccabaeus had restored the worship in the
Temple, for at that timefd sebooksof Danid, Ezra, and Esther
were published by evil-disposed persons, who were almost
certainly Sadducees, for thewritingswere never recognized
by the Pharisees, sofar as| am aware; and, although certain
mythsinthefourth book of Ezraarerepeated in the Talmud,
they must not be set down to the Pharisees, for al but themost
ignorant admit that they have been added by sometrifler: in
fact, | think, someone must have made such additionswitha
view to castingridiculeon al thetraditions of the sect.

(60) Perhapsthesefour bookswerewritten out and published
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a thetimel have mentioned withaview to showing thepeople
that the propheciesof Daniel had beenfulfilled, and thuskin-
diingther piety, and awakening ahopeof futureddiverancein
themidst of their misfortunes.

(61) Inspiteof their recent origin, the booksbeforeuscontain
many errors, due, | suppose, to the hastewithwhich they were
written.

(62) Margina readings, such as| have mentioned inthelast
chapter, arefound herease sewhere, andin even greater abun-
dance; there are, moreover, certain passageswhich canonly
be accounted for by supposing some such causeashurry.

(63) However, before calling attention to the marginal read-
ings, | will remark that, if the Phariseesareright in supposing
them to have been ancient, and the work of the original
scribes, we must perforce admit that these scribes (if there
weremorethan one) set them down because they found that
thetext from which they were copying wasinaccurate, and
did yet not ventureto alter what waswritten by their prede-
cessorsand superiors.

(64) | need not again go into the subject at length, and will,
therefore, proceed to mention somediscrepanciesnot noticed
inthemargin.
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(65) I. Someerror hascrept into the text of the second chap-
ter of Ezra, for inverse 64 we aretold that thetotd of dl those
mentioned in therest of the chapter amountsto 42,360; but,
when we cometo add up the several itemswe get asresult
only 29,818.

(66) Theremusgt, therefore, bean error, either inthetotal, orin
thedetails.

(67) Thetotal isprobably correct, for it would most likely be
well knownto all asanoteworthy thing; but with the details,
the casewould bedifferent.

(68) If, then, any error had crept into the total, it would at
once have been remarked, and easily corrected.

(69) Thisview isconfirmed by Nehemiah vii., wherethischap-
ter of Ezraismentioned, and atotal isgivenin plain corre-
spondencethereto; but the detail sare altogether different —
somearelarger, and someless, thanthosein Ezra, and ato-
gether they amount to 31,089.

(70) We may, therefore, conclude that both in Ezraand in
Nehemiah thedetallsare erroneoudy given.

(71) The commentatorswho attempt to harmonize these evi-
dent contradictionsdraw ontheir imagination, each to the best
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of hisability; and while professing adoration for each | etter
and word of Scripture, only succeed in holding up the sacred
writerstoridicule, asthough they knew not how to write or
relateaplain narrative.

(72) Such personseffect nothing but to render the clearness of
Scripture obscure.

(73) If the Bible could everywhere beinterpreted after their
fashion, therewould be no such thing asarationd statement of
whichthemeaning could berelied on.

(74) However, thereisno need to dwell onthe subject; only |
am convinced that if any historian wereto attempt toimitate
the proceedingsfreely attributed to thewritersof the Bible,
thecommentatorswould cover him with contempt.

(75) If it be blasphemy to assert that thereare any errorsin
Scripture, what name shall we apply to thosewho foist into it
their ownfancies, who degradethe sacred writerstill they seem
to write confused nonsense, and who deny the plainest and
most evident meanings?

(76) What inthewhole Bible can be plainer than thefact that
Ezraand hiscompanions, in the second chapter of the book
attributed to him, havegivenin detail thereckoning of all the
Hebrewswho set out with them for Jerusalem?
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(77) Thisisproved by thereckoning being given, not only of
thosewho told their lineage, but al so of thosewho wereun-
ableto do so.

(78) Isit not equally clear from Nehemiahvii:5, that thewriter
merely therecopiesthelist givenin Ezra?

(79) Those, therefore, who explain these pas sages otherwise,
deny theplain meaning of Scripture—nay, they deny Scripture
itsdf.

(80) They think it piousto reconcile one passage of Scripture
with another —apretty piety, forsooth, which accommodates
the clear passagesto the obscure, the correct to thefaulty, the
sound to the corrupt.

(81) Far beitfrom meto call such commentators blasphem-
ers, if their motivesbepure: for toerrishuman. But | returnto
my subject.

(82) Besidesthese errorsin numerical details, thereare oth-
ersinthegenealogies, inthehistory, and, | fear alsointhe
prophecies.

(83) The prophecy of Jeremiah (chap. xxii.), concerning
Jechoniah, evidently doesnot agreewith hishistory, asgiven
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inl Chroniclesiii:17-19, and especialy with thelast words of
the chapter, nor do | seehow the prophecy, “thou shat diein
peace,” can be applied to Zedekiah, whose eyes were dug
out after hissonshad been dain beforehim.

(84) If prophecies are to be interpreted by their issue, we
must makeachangeof name, and read Jechoniah for Zedekiah,
andviceversa

(85) This, however, would betoo paradoxical aproceeding;
so | prefer toleave the matter unexplained, especialy asthe
error, if error there be, must be set down to the historian, and
not to any faultintheauthorities.

(86) Other difficulties| will not touch upon, asl should only
weary thereader, and, moreover, be repeating theremarks of
other writers.

(87) For R. Selomo, inface of themanifest contradictionin
the above-mentioned genedl ogies, iscompelled to bresk forth
into thesewords (see hiscommentary on 1 Chron. viii.): “Ezra
(whom he supposesto betheauthor of thebook of Chronicles)
givesdifferent namesand adifferent genea ogy to the sonsof
Benjaminfrom thosewhichwefindin Genesis, and describes
most of the L evitesdifferently from Joshua, because hefound
origind discrepancies”
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(88) And, again, alittlelater: “The geneal ogy of Gibeon and
othersisdescribed twicein different ways, from different tables
of each geneal ogy, and inwriting them down Ezraadopted the
versongiveninthemgority of thetexts, and whentheauthor-
ity wasequal hegaveboth.”

(89) Thus granting that these books were compiled from
sourcesoriginaly incorrect and uncertain.

(90) Infact the commentators, in seeking to harmonize diffi-
culties, generally do no morethan indicatether causes. for |
SUPPOSe NOo sane person supposesthat the sacred historians
deliberately wrote with the object of appearing to contradict
themsdlvesfredy.

(92) Perhapsl shal betold that | am overthrowing theauthor-
ity of Scripture, for that, according to me, anyone may suspect
it of error in any passage; but, on the contrary, | have shown
that my object has been to prevent the clear and uncorrupted
passages being accommodated to and corrupted by thefaulty
ones; neither does the fact that some passages are corrupt
warrant usin suspecting dl.

(92) No book ever wascompletely freefromfaults, yet | would
ask, who suspectsall booksto be everywherefaulty?

(93) Surely no one, especialy when the phraseology isclear
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and theintention of theauthor plain.

(94) | have now finished thetask | set myself with respect to
the books of the Old Testament.

(95) We may easily conclude from what has been said, that
beforethetime of the M accabeesthere was no canon of sa-
cred books, [ Endnote 23], but that those which we now pos-
sesswere selected from amultitude of othersat the period of
therestoration of the Temple by the Pharisees(who a so insti-
tuted the set form of prayers), who area oneresponsiblefor
thelr acceptance.

(96) Those, therefore, who would demonstrate the authority
of Holy Scripture, are bound to show the authority of each
separate book; it isnot enoughto provethe Divineoriginof a
singlebook in order toinfer the Divineorigin of therest.

(97) Inthat case we should have to assumethat the council of
Phariseeswas, initschoiceof books, infalible, andthiscould
never be proved.

(98) | am led to assert that the Pharisees alone sel ected the
books of the Old Testament, and inserted them in the canon,
fromthefact that in Daniel ii. isproclaimed the doctrine of
the Resurrection, which the Sadducees denied; and, further-
more, the Pharisees plainly assert inthe Talmud that they so
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selected them.

(99) For inthetresatise of Sabbathus, chapter ii., folio 30, page
2, itiswritten: R. Jehuda, surnamed Rabbi, reportsthat the
expertswished to conceal the book of Ecclesiastes because
they found therein words opposed to thelaw (that is, to the
book of thelaw of M oses).

(100) Why did they not hideit?

(101) Becauseit beginsin accordance with thelaw, and ends
accordingtothelaw;” and alittlefurther onweread: “They
sought also to conceal the book of Proverbs.”

(102) And in thefirst chapter of the sametreatise, fol. 13,
page 2: “ Verily, name one man for good, even hewho was
called Neghunja, the son of Hezekiah: for, savefor him, the
book of Ezekiel would been concealed, becauseit agreed not
withthewordsof thelaw.”

(103) It isthus abundantly clear that men expert inthelaw
summoneda

council to decide which books should bereceived into the
canon, and which excluded.

(104) If any man, therefore, wishesto be certified asto the
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authority of al thebooks, let him call afresh council, and ask
every member hisreasons.

(105) Thetimehasnow comefor examiningin the same man-
ner the booksin the New Testament; but as| learn that the
task hasbeen already performed by men highly skilledin sci-
ence and languages, and as| do not mysealf possessaknowl-
edge of Greek sufficiently exact for thetask; lastly, aswehave
lost the original s of those bookswhichwerewrittenin He-
brew, | prefer to declinethe undertaking.

(106) However, | will touch on those pointswhich have most
bearing on my subject inthefollowing chapter.

End of Part 2
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AUTHOR' SENDNOTES
TO THE THEOLOGICO-
POLITICAL TREATISE

Part 2 — Chapters VI to X

CHAPTERVI

Endnote6. (1) We doubt of the existence of God, and con-
sequently of all else, solong aswehaveno clear and distinct
ideaof God, but only aconfused one.

(2) For ashewho knows not rightly the nature of atriangle,
knowsnot that itsthreeanglesareequal to tworight angles, so
hewho concelvesthe Divine nature confusedly, does not see
that it pertainsto the nature of God to exi<t.

(3) Now, to concelvethe nature of God clearly and distinctly,
it isnecessary to pay attention to a certain number of very
simplenotions, called general notions, and by their helpto
associ ate the conceptionswhich weform of the attributes of
theDivinenature.
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(4) It then, for thefirst time, becomesclear to us, that God
existsnecessarily, that Heisomnipresent, and that all our con-
ceptionsinvolveinthemsavesthe nature of God and arecon-
ceived throughit.

(5) Lastly, weseethat all our adequateideasaretrue.

(6) Compare on this point the prologomenato book, “ Prin-
ciplesof Descartes sphilosophy set forth geometricaly.”

CHAPTERVII

Endnote?. (1) “Itisimpossibleto find amethod whichwould
enable usto gain acertain knowledge of al the statementsin
Scripture.”

(2) I meanimpossiblefor uswho have not the habitual use of
thelanguage, and havelost the precise meaning of itsphrase-

ology.

Endnote8. (1) “Not inthingswhereof the understanding can
ganadear anddigtinctidea, and which areconcelvablethrough
themsdlves”

(2) By things conceivable | mean not only thosewhich are
rigidly proved, but also those whereof wearemoraly certain,
and arewont to hear without wonder, though they areinca-
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pable of proof.

(3) Everyone can seethetruth of Euclid’spropostionsbefore
they areproved.

(4) Sodsothehistoriesof thingsboth future and past which
do not surpass human credence, laws, ingtitutions, manners, |
cal conceivableand clear, though they cannot be proved math-
emdicdly.

(5) But hieroglyphics and historieswhich seemto passthe
boundsof belief | call inconceivable; yet even among these
|ast there are many which our method enables usto investi-
gate, and to discover themeaning of their narrator.
CHAPTERVIII

Endnote9. (1) “Mount Moriahiscalled the mount of God.”
(2) That isby the historian, not by Abraham, for he saysthat
the place now called “In the mount of the Lord it shall be
reveadled,” wascalled by Abraham, “theLord shall provide.”

Endnote 10. (1) “Beforethat territory [|dumoea] was con-
quered by David.”

(2) Fromthistimeto thereign of Jehoram when they again
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separated from the Jewish kingdom (2 Kings viii:20), the
| dumaeans had no king, princes appointed by the Jews sup-
plied the place of kings (1 Kingsxxii:48), infact the prince of
Idumaeaiscaled aking (2 Kingsiii:9).

(3) It may be doubted whether thelast of the ldumaean kings
had begun to reign before the accession of Saul, or whether
Scripturein thischapter of Genesiswished to enumerateonly
such kingsaswereindependent.

(4) Itisevidently meretrifling to wish to enrol among Hebrew
kingsthe name of M oses, who set up adominion entirely dif-
ferent fromamonarchy.

CHAPTERIX
Endnote 11. (1) “With few exceptions.”

(2) Oneof theseexceptionsisfoundin 2 Kingsxviii:20, where
weread, “ Thou sayest (but they are but vain words), “the
second person being used.

(3) Inlsaiah xxxvi:5, weread “| say (but they are but vain
words) | havecounse and strengthfor war,” andinthetwenty-
second verse of the chapter in Kingsitiswritten, “But if ye
say,” the plural number being used, whereas|saiah givesthe
angular.
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(4) Thetext inIsaiah does not contain thewordsfoundin 2
Kingsxxxii:32.

(5) Thusthereare severd casesof variousreadingswhereitis
imposs bleto distinguish the best.

Endnote12. (1) “ Theexpressionsin thetwo passagesare so
varied.”

(2) Foringtancewereadin 2 Sam. vii:6, “But | havewakedin
atentandinatabernacle.”

(3) Whereasin 1 Chron. xvii:5, “but have gonefrom tent to
tent and from onetabernacleto another.”

(4) In2 Sam. vii:10, weread, “to afflict them,” whereasin 1
Chron. vii:9, wefind adifferent expression.

(5) I could point out other differencesstill greater, but asingle
reading of the chaptersin question will sufficeto makethem
manifest to al who are neither blind nor devoid of sense.

Endnote 13. (1) “ Thistimecannot refer towhat immediately
precedes.”

(2) Itisplainfrom the context that this passage must alludeto
thetimewhen Joseph was sold by hisbrethren.
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(3) Butthisisnotdl.

(4) We may draw the same conclusion from the age of Judah,
who wasthan twenty-two yearsold at most, taking asbasisof
caculation hisown history just narrated.

(5) Itfollows, indeed, from the last verse of Gen. xxx., that
Judah wasbornin thetenth of theyears of Jacob’s servitude
to Laban, and Joseph in the fourteenth.

(6) Now, aswe know that Joseph was seventeen yearsold
when sold by his brethren, Judah was then not more than
twenty-one.

(7) Hence, thosewriterswho assert that Judah’slong absence
from hisfather’s house took place before Joseph was sold,
only seek to ddudethemselvesand to call in questionthe Scrip-
tural authority which they are anxiousto protect.

Endnote 14. (1) “ Dinah was scarcely seven yearsold when
shewasviolated by Schechem.”

(2) Theopinion held by somethat Jacob wandered about eight
or ten years between M esopotamiaand Bethel, savoursof the
ridiculous; if respect for Aben Ezra, alowsmeto say so.

(3) For itisclear that Jacob had two reasonsfor haste: first,



A Theologico-Political Treatise: Part Two

thedesireto seehisold parents; secondly, and chiefly to per-
form, the vow made when he fled from his brother (Gen.
xxviii:10and xxxi:13, and xxxv:1).

(4) Weread (Gen. xxxi:3), that God had commanded himto
fulfill hisvow, and promised himhelpfor returning to hiscountry.

(5) If these cons derations seem conjecturesrather than rea-
sons, | will waivethe point and admit that Jacob, more unfor-
tunatethan Ulysses, spent eight or ten yearsor evenlonger, in
thisshort journey.

(6) At any rateit cannot be denied that Benjaminwasbornin
thelast year of thiswandering, that isby thereckoning of the
objectors, when Joseph was sixteen or seventeen yearsold,
for Jacob left Laban seven yearsafter Joseph’shirth.

(7) Now from the seventeenth year of Joseph’sagetill the
patriarch went into Egypt, not more than twenty-two years
elapsed, aswe have shown inthischapter.

(8) Consequently Benjamin, a thetimeof thejourney to Egypt,
wastwenty-three or twenty- four at the most.

(9) Hewould therefore have been agrandfather in theflower
of hisage (Gen. xlvi:21, cf. Numb. xxvi:38, 40, and 1 Chron.
viii; 1), foritiscertainthat Bela, Benjamin'seldest son, had at
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that time, two sons, Addai nd Naa-man.

(10) Thisisjust as absurd asthe statement that Dinah was
violated at the age of seven, not to mention other impossibili-
tieswhichwould result from thetruth of the narrative.

(11) Thuswe seethat unskillful endeavoursto solvedifficul-
ties, only raisefresh ones, and make confusion worse con-
founded.

Endnote 15. (1) “Othnid, son of Kenag, wasjudgefor forty
years.”

(2) Rabhi Levi Ben Gerson and othersbelievethat theseforty
yearswhich the Bible sayswere passed in freedom, should be
counted from the death of Joshua, and consequently include
theeight yearsduring which the peoplewere subject to Kushan
Rishathaim, whilethefollowing elghteen yearsmust be added
ontotheeghty yearsof Ehud’'sand Shamgar’sjudgeships.

(3) In this case it would be necessary to reckon the other
years of subjection among those said by the Bible to have
been passed in freedom.

(4) But the Bible expressly notesthe number of yearsof sub-
jection, and the number of yearsof freedom, and further de-
clares (Judgesii:18) that the Hebrew state was prosperous
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during thewholetime of thejudges.

(5) Thereforeitisevident that Levi Ben Gerson (certainly a
very learned man), and those who follow him, correct rather
than interpret the Scriptures.

(6) Thesamefaultiscommitted by thosewho assert, that Scrip-
ture, by thisgenerd calculation of years, only intended to mark
the period of the regular administration of the Hebrew state,
leaving out the years of anarchy and subjection asperiods of
misfortuneand interregnum.

(7) Scripture certainly passesover in sillence periods of anar-
chy, but does not, asthey dream, refuse to reckon them or
wipethem out of the country’sannals.

(8) Itisclear that Ezra, in 1 Kingsvi., wished to reckon abso-
Iutely al theyearssincetheflight from Egypt.

(9) Thisisso plain, that no one versed in the Scripturescan
doubt it.

(20) For, without going back to the precisewords of thetext,
wemay seethat the genedl ogy of David given at theend of the
book of Ruth, and | Chron. ii., scarcely accountsfor so great
anumber of years.
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(11) For Nahshon, who was prince of the tribe of Judah
(Numb. vii;11), two yearsafter the Exodus, died in the desert,
and his son Salmon passed the Jordan with Joshua.

(12) Now thisSamon, according to thegened ogy, wasDavid's
great-grandfather.

(13) Deducting, then, from thetotal of 480 years, four years
for Solomon’sreign, seventy for David'slife, and forty for the
time passed in the desert, wefind that David was born 366
years after the passage of the Jordan.

(14) Hencewe must believethat David' sfather, grandfather,
great-grandfather, and great-great-grandfather begat children
whenthey wereninety yearsold.

Endnote 16. (1) “ Samson wasjudgefor twenty years.”

(2) Samson wasborn after the Hebrews had fallen under the
dominion of thePhilistines.

Endnote17. (1) Otherwise, they rather correct than explain
Scripture.

Endnote18. (1) “Kirjath-jearim.” Kirjath-jearimisaso caled
Baaleof Judah.
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(2) Hence Kimchi and othersthink that thewords Baal e Judah,
which| havetrand ated “the people of Judah,” arethename of
atown.

(3) But thisisnot so, for theword Baaleisintheplural.

(4) Moreover, comparing thistext in Samuel with | Chron.
Xiii:5, wefind that David did not rise up and go forth out of
Bade, but that hewent thither.

(5) If theauthor of the book of Samuel had meant to namethe
place whence David took the ark, hewould, if he spoke He-
brew correctly, havesaid, “ David rose up, and set forth from
Baale Judah, and took the ark from thence.”

CHAPTERX

Endnote19. (1) “ After therestoration of the Temple by Ju-
dasMaccaboeus.”

(2) Thisconjecture, if suchit be, isfounded on the geneal ogy
of King Jeconiah, givenin 1 Chron. iii., whichfinishesat the
sons of Elioenai, thethirteenth in direct descent from him:
whereon we must observethat Jeconiah, before hiscaptivity,
had no children; but it is probable that he had two while he
wasin prison, if wemay draw any inferencefrom the names
hegavethem.
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(3) Astohisgrandchildren, it isevident that they were born
after hisdeliverance, if thenamesbeany guide, for hisgrand-
son, Pedaiah (aname meaning God hath delivered me), who,
according to thischapter, wasthefather of Zerubbabel, was
bornin thethirty-seventh or thirty-eighth year of Jeconiah’s
life, that isthirty-threeyearsbeforetherestoration of liberty to
the Jewsby Cyrus.

(4) Therefore Zerubbabe , towhom Cyrusgavetheprincipd-
ity of Judaea, wasthirteen or fourteen yearsold.

(5) But we need not carry theinquiry so far: we need only
reed attentively the chapter of 1 Chron., dready quoted, where
(v. 17, sq9.) mentionismade of all the posterity of Jeconiah,
and compareit with the Septuagint versionto seeclearly that
these bookswere not published, till after Maccabaeus had
restored the Templ e, the sceptre no longer belonging to the
house of Jeconiah.

Endnote 20. (1) “Zedekiah should betakento Babylon.”
(2) No one could then have suspected that the prophecy of
Ezekiel contradicted that of Jeremiah, but the suspicion oc-

cursto everyonewho readsthe narrative of Josephus.

(3) Theevent proved that both prophetswereintheright.
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Endnote21. (1) “And who wrote Nehemiah.”

(2) That the greater part of the book of Nehemiah wastaken
from thework composed by the prophet Nehemiah himself,
followsfromthetestimony of itsauthor. (Seechap.1.).

(3) Butitisobviousthat thewhole of the passage contained
between chap. viii. and chap. xii. verse 26, together with the
two last versesof chap. xii., whichform asort of parenthesis
to Nehemiah’swords, were added by the historian himself,
who outlived Nehemiah.

Endnote22. (1) “I suppose no onethinks’ that Ezrawasthe
uncleof thefirst high priest, named Joshua(see Ezravii., and
1 Chron. vi:14), and went to Jerusalem from Babylon with
Zerubbabe (seeNehemiahxii:1).

(2) But it appearsthat when he saw, that the Jewswereina
state of anarchy, hereturned to Babylon, asalso did others
(Nehem. i;2), and remained theretill thereign of Artaxerxes,
when hisrequestswere granted and hewent asecond timeto
Jerusalem.

(3) Nehemiah also went to Jerusalem with Zerubbabel inthe
timeof Cyrus(Ezraii:2and 63, cf. x:9, and Nehemiah x:1).

(4) Theversion given of the Hebrew word, translated “ am-

81

bassador,” isnot supported by any authority, whileitiscertain
that fresh nameswere givento those Jewswho frequented the
court.

(5) Thus Daniel was named Balteshazzar, and Zerubbabel
Sheshbazzar (Dan. i:7).

(6) Nehemiahwascalled Atirsata, whilein virtue of hisoffice
hewasstyled governor, or president. (Nehem. v. 24, xii:26.)

Endnote 23. (1) “Before the time of the Maccabees there
was no canon of sacred books.”

(2) Thesynagogue styled “thegreat” did not begin beforethe
subjugation of Asiaby the Macedonians.

(3) The contention of Maimonides, Rabbi Abraham, Ben-
David, and others, that the presidents of thissynagoguewere
Ezra, Daniel, Nehemiah, Haggai, Zechariah, &c., isapure
fiction, resting only onrabbinical tradition.

(4) Indeed they assert that the dominion of the Persiansonly
lasted thirty-four years, and thisistheir chief reasonfor main-
taining that the decrees of the“ great synagogue,” or synod
(rejected by the Sadducees, but accepted by the Pharisees)
wereratified by the prophets, who received them from former
prophets, and so in direct succession from Moses, whore-
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ceived them from God Himsdlf.

(5) Suchis thedoctrine which the Pharisees maintain with
their wonted obstinacy.

(6) Enlightened persons, however, who know the reasons
for the convoking of councils, or synods, and are no strang-
ersto the differences between Phari sees and Sadducees, can

easily divinethe causeswhich led to the assembling of this To return to the Electronic Classics Series
great synagogue. go to
(7) Itisvery certain that no prophet wasthere present, and _
that the decreesof the Pharisees, which they styletheir tragii- http:/fwww2.hin.psu.edu/taculty/
tions, deriveall their authority fromit. jmanis/jimspdf.htm
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